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‘ PREFACE

The findings of program effectiveness reported in this.
evaluation are sharply at .variance with those in the recent

AIR report on the impact of Title VII bilingual programs.

For that reason, this paper, which was presented to the

oY

Southwest Educational Research Association meetings in
Houston, February 1979, is, iTicluded as a preface to- the
. . L

- annual evaluation report.

\\ DOES BILINGUAL EDUCATION WORK?
creation"” when the bilingual educa-

Those “present at th
tion program was established by Congress in 1968 would probably
havenresponded: "We don t'know, but it is certainly worth a
try." The negative casé! for bilingual_education was demon-

strated, in the statisticdéthat showed from 50% to 100% of .
langﬁagL minorities dropped Sut of schoal prior te the '12th
grade ﬂn a school system using only English as £he medium of.
1nstruc%tion. ) ‘ .

Jose Cardenas, ‘an early supporter of bilingual programs,
described@ bilingual .education as an "untested alternative,"

favor of bilingual education regardless of lack of
.. If

. notin .
Perhaps Hispanic minorities are so overwhelmingly in,
evidence of its success because the experiences wit
1
The 1970's, however, have become the "age of accountability"

he drop-out raté&

outh Texas school system is 90 percent, the parents

annot be blamed for strongly recommending an untested
) . ' . .

ast programs have been so negative
E of Mexican American .children in a°
alternative.
in/education, and pressure has mounted on both federal officials

and.local programs to."come up with the answers" on the value @

Two types of efforts have been momnted by the U. 8. Office
— r,.v —
One has been directed

o} bilingual education.
Evaluation data from such programs

of Education in this search for answers
have Been screened by the Joinht Dissemi%ation Review Panel (JDRP)

‘toward individual- programs.
of USOE which attempts to determine. that the results are valid and
. .: ) ’ .

.
2 .
B
.
,
- . “ ;
.




reliable, as well as educationéllyfsignificant. Such programs

are "validated" and special attention given tc the data they

héve*produced Individualized Bilingual lnétrdctiOn (IBT) , the’

program reported in this document, is one bLl)ngual program .
. validated by JDRP. 2 . «

The other type of evaluative efggrt has been directed
toward classes of programs. . Thesé are nationwide "impact
studies? examinin;‘a sampling of programs from 3 common funding
source to determine if, ceilectiVQly; they are more effective
than diverse "other" educational sppreoaches in meebing the needs

* of the target populatlon.z-FOr blllngUdl education the natiosal

2

"impact study" was completed by Amerfban Institute for Research
(AIR) with its final report_xssued in 1978.

The answer to the question: "Does Bilingual Bducation
Work?" that emerges from the IBI data, and from the AIR Impact
Study, ié'in sharp coﬂtrast_as summarized below:

A
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CONCLUSIONS JFROM AIR AND FROM IBI DATA ON

- EFFECTIVENESS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION N

5

/‘”&

. AIR
[ 4 .
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS -

"In general, a&cross grades,
when total Title VII and
non-Title VII comparisons
were made, the Title VII
students were performing

in English worse than

the non-Title VII stu-
dents."3 &

.
L

"Relative to national norms;
Title VII Hispanic studehts,
across grades, were perform-
ing at about the 20th percen-
tile in EnglisH reading."3

MATHEMATICS

"In Mathematics, across
grades, (Title .VII children)
were performing at about
the same level as non-
Title VII sStudents."

"Relative to national norms,
Title “VII students were
performing at about the
30th percentile in mathe- |
matics."3 .o 3

*» IBI

ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS

. 'On a vowabulary test in- Engllsh

when Title VII .children .were
compared to the comparison groyp

., of the same age and language
“dominance, Title VII chlldreg
t

scored significantly hlgher
every age level.

On a test of English Reading’,
when Title VII' children were
compared to the comparison group
of the same age 'and language
domlnance, Title VII children
scored significantly hlgher at
every age level.

"Relative to national norms,

Title VII Spanish dominant stu-
dents were performing between

the 37th and 47th percentile in
English reading.

Qa

MATHEMATICS ‘

On a test of mathematics skills,
when Title VII children were
compared- to the compparison ‘group
of the same age, children scored
significantly higher at every
age level.

" Relative to national norms,
"Title VII students were perform-

ing between the 42nd and 68th
percentile in" mathematics.-

-

.




- i The IBI program. was not one of the Title VII programs
- »
1ncluded In the AIR ‘study.. It .might be-concluded, therefore,

that ‘IBI someth represents one successful program in a generally ..

«

unsuccessful educational effort. The author feels, however,

that the real issues.invoIQed are: (l)iwhat are the fundamental

— requirements for- evaluation of effect in a bilingual program, and

(2) are the conclusions of the two mentioned evaluations equally
credible? o C t

- " The U.S. Office\g;fEducation sets as its standard that

- the proéram must (1) be able to show reliable evidence of program

effect, and (2) provide credible’ estimates of how the children

4

‘wouldﬁﬁave performed without the program. To meet this later
N requifement, the AIR impact spudy useq_a comparison group model.
Their original evaluation design called for school districts’
- . . Y . > \

included in the study to nominate other classrooms in their dis-
—_ trict, or nearby distrie&s, that.would have children the same

. as those in the bilingual classrooms in all important variables.

(3

Their statement of this rese€arch design was as follows: ™

4

Comparlson classrooms nomlnsted by each site were to

<

contaln students who would qualify for bilingial educa-
tion and who were essentially the same ethnic background,

linguistic competence [emphasis mine], and socioeconomic
status‘as the students in Title VTI preject schools.’ "

fThe'progress of these chiidren over the yeer wou%d pro-
Vi@e the’estimare of how children in the bilingual classrooms
would have been exﬁected to perform without the program, (Minor
. differendes.in pretest scores to bg adjusted for statistiéelly'

by analysis of covariance.)

LS S




. The AIR study ran into problems with this evaluation -
design almost immediately. Out of the Ehirty-eighf school dis-

tricts included in the study, eighteen_indicated they could not -

*

'ideﬁtify any comparison classrooms that met the criteria. The

twenty remaining districts, however, did nominate classrooéms that
: . . ¢ - /
were used for the comparison group. .

. 3
Teachers were .asked to classify children as to their
language dominance. At this point it became evident that the -

comparison classrooms .had students of the same ethnic background

as those in bilingual classrooms, but almost all of the students -

.spoke only English (83%, or 1,349,put’of the total sample in the

Hispani@ comparison group of 1,622 children). ,

Tables are provided of the classification by language
dominance of Hispanic children who were present” both fall 1975

and spring 1976 when the impact study testing was carried out.

.

. .
-‘Based on teacher classification, 74% of the children in the

.bilingual classrooms were either non-English speaking or bilingual,

Y

compared to 17% in the comparison classrooms as seen in the
following table: |,

Classification by Language \Dominance of ﬂispanic
Children Present Fall and Spring 19765

N

N
<
L)

Non-Title VII
Comparison Group

Title VII Classrooms
Monolingual English N=1,055  26% . N=1,349 83%

Engligh Dominant N=1,908  47% N= 188 12%
Bilingual - ‘ ’ ’ N , )
Spanish Dominant N= 273 1%.. . N= 8 * (less
Bilingual . . . . than 1%)-
Spanish Monolingual ° N= 860 21%  N= 777 5% .-
Y -

/

4
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This would-seem to present a serious dilemma, e.g., how

to examine the effectiveness of an educational program for chil-

DA : —

dren who are‘bilingual or)non—English speaking, when onlyathe,

treatment oroup contains a significant number of bilingual q‘?

non-English speaking children. " .

‘The solution used in the AIR Impact Study was to change

- the evaluatnpn deéi&%, eliminating’ the requirement that the two

groups be compared on the basis of simflar language competence.
The final report issued in March 1978 is careful to leave

b .
language competence out of its descriptions of the variables on

.

which a match was found:

,
For each Title-VII classroom selected for testing, district~
pr03ect personnel were asked to nominate non-Title vII®
classrooms’ (comparable students) within their own or wmthin
a nearby district whose stullents matched the Title VII
student in terms of (a}'ethnicity, (b) socioeconomic status,

.and (c) grade level [emphasis mine].® .

Because the subsample of children who could be tested in .

. - /
Spanish was so small (under 5%) in the comparison classrooms,

some tables of results in Spanish reading were included but no

. . < . ¥
;comparative analysis was attempted. The AIR report stated;

It should be noted that the Impact Study's original analy-°
sis plans had s ecified the stratification of comparative

analyses by" judged language dominance group (i. e., separate
analyses for groups of students who completed similar .com-

. binations of test and questionnaire instruments). However,

3 the small number .
of students in the non-Title -VIX comparisgn classrooms who
vere given test quer»ionnaires developed for Spandsh mono-
lingual students or for Spanish dominant bilingual students.’

this approach was not feasible in"view o

1
e




Spanish dominant children were given tests below

A

t,herr actu.al grade level for English reading, Using
€,

expanded scale scores, data were then pooled across ali language '

dominunce groups for the tests of program effect This meant \

>

that the "credible estimate of how children would have perfbrmed

without' the: bilingual program" was based on the gains made 1n
’ \
"other" classroqms by children ‘who were overwhelm:ngly Snglish

.

monolingual (85% in each of grades 2, 3, and 4). 'With thls evi-
dence the AIR Impact Study reports what they cons1der to be a

puzzling finding" T, | .

5
.

In English Language Arts, participation in an FSEA s

J?itle VII Spanish/English .bilingual education project ’

‘dld not appear\to produce gains in student achievement b:;,
over and above what would be expected had the students m e
been a551gned to a traditional classroom. In fact, in -
several’ grades, the non-Title VII students- made sllghtly

: greater gains in English Language Arts. (A partial .
explanation of thi's puzzling finding may be substantially
greater amount of time - devoted to Spanish Language Arts

‘1nstruction 1n the Title VII.classrooms. )8
: ’
. The IBY data are based on an evaluation design in which

1

. ¢
" the ev1dence for. how prOJect students would have performed

withdut the bilingual progect ig based on the accumulation of’ ‘
a&thal pretests of students who enrolled in the pronect at differ-
ent aggf, built. up over a period of years. 1In this process a
child who entered the program at age four would have a pretest
which went 1ntq the "project norm group” data bank for four-year- .
olds. Subsequently, at age five this child's .posttests would be

compared to the project norm group for flve—year—olds (made’ . up

r
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\: - from pretests of other children who entered the program at '
.age five). Beoause the project enrolls more new ,children at .

- -

the younger ages the norm group at the gpper age levels had

“to be expanded through some - testlng in a nelghborlng school

dlstrlct. The’ chlldren 1n this testlng met exactly the enroll-

ment criteria used to enroll pro;ect chlldren. ) :
., This type of comparison grcup ‘provides’arn automatic match
/ ’ < v’ ’ . . 4
- pn such factors at echuicity and socioeconomic level. Age, . -

rather, than grade level, is used as the basis for comparative
analysis to overcome. the problem'of out-of-grade level placements
- -~ .

which are véry common for hilingual children. :>

’ -

The match on language competence between progect posttest

group @nd project norm group is accomplished by having all tests

glyen 1% palrs——achlevement “tests and a language test together.
u -

,The comparisons are then made separately by language dominance

. v o

for curricular areas.in which language ‘dominance made a signifi-

N
= « - . N

K .cant difference (reading and vocabulary in Spanishland English).
. It®was found that for mathematics' and haudwriting, language

\ dominance did not make a significant differencé so the tests are
v, o Pe . <,
pooled. ) - =

o

” . Attendance is kept individually in the IBI.program and

children are given posttests after- éach 100 day's attendance

. . in the program. This means that children are being tested’

.

throughout the year. When an evaluation is done the tests

are grouped by age and attendance perfod and.érimary language

B -

classification. Analysis is done to see if .the superiority
after differing periods of attendance is statistically signi-

ficant when compared to the project norm group of the Aame
y 2
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age, and the same language classification. The writer sdggests

. : , A »
that in answer to the question: "What are the fundamental .

requirements for eia&gatioh aof effect in a bilingua{ program?"
- ¢ . L

that it would be reasonabye to 1nclude the expectation that

whatever coqparlsons are drawn be based on groaps matched by

'language domlnance. , , .

¢ ¢

v The IBI data and the AIR ‘data-are on a- totally dlfferent
scale in terms of numbers of chlldren tested and mass of data

handled. AIR reports that "In all,, over 11,500 studehts in

384 élassreoms in 150 schoels‘at 38 different sites across the

United States were initially included in the Impgct Study Sample. "

The IB+—data _are based on one program with three different sltes.

*

. However, when numbers of chlldren who are Spanlsh domiriant are

separately*consldered, thé AIR study is. based on 1,133 Spanish

dominant-ehildren in the treatment group and 85 in the comparison

group; the IBI data are based on over 600 tests of Spanish

domigant children in the treatment group and over 800 in the

Project norm (comparison) group. In terms of providing infor- ﬂi%

mation on children dominant in“another language, the category of

children who were the prime concern of Congress when it estab-
lished the bilingual ‘education program, there is much less | \f'
difference in 'the sceée of/the'twoﬁstudies.

ft is hoped thatjthe concern for "answers" to the guestion
of the erfectivenessfof bilingual education will begin to
produce more pregrams with definitive data. 'The lack of such
evaluatiOn seems teo”this writer to be more related to the probf‘

s - “.

lems of how to find suitable tests,  norm groups, and ‘comparison

groups for linguistic and ethnic minorities than it does to lack

SR 15
» A
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of concern for evaluation. Some aspecfs. of the evaluation design
L}

,.zsed by IBI may be helpful to other programs. The danger in )
the current mood of "panlc" for evidence of effectlveness is that
evaluatlons based on "not quite good enough" comparlson grqups,
or "Eggiably irrelevant" norms from tests standardﬁfed with

English speaking children will produce a rash of co$c1u51ons

that will distort ratler than glarify the answer to the question:

I >
Does Bilingual Education Work?
i N . - :
‘« g
> >
5 ;
A
P
. .
o
£ /
’ . L
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- - INTRODUCTION - -

Individualized Bilinguai instruction; or IBI,* is a
bilingual early educatlon program for’ chlldren preschool through
third grade. The' chlldren served are -from families of migrants
or seasonal farm workers. The two languages of instruction are
Spanish and English. - .

Therogram wad started in'197l under Intermediate School
District 104 of Ephrata@ washington-(an educational agency that
has since been legally diseolved): It currently operates under
Sunnyside School District 201 (Washingtan state) ? .

The name of the program was changed in 1978 at the sugges-
tion of staff of the USOE worklng w1th the national -diffusion net-~
work. The former progect title was TRAINING MIGRANT PARAPROFESSIONALS
IN THE BILINGUAL MINI HEAD START.- USOE is try1ng to disseminate - ".
pregrams whlch they feeL~have been successful to other school x
districts serV1ng similar populatlons. ‘They felt that another
title .would be more descriptive to potential'users. Dropp1ng the |
"Head Start" from the title clarifies that the program is serv1ng
children both preschool -and school-age up through grade three.
Dropplng "mlgrant“ from the ‘title clarifies that the program is
usable with any bilingual populatlon even' through it was developed .
w1th migrants. The new program name selected, INDIVIbUALIZED .

gBILINGUAL INSTRUCTION,(or IBI,. stresses. the essential elements of ;
.the program; a sequential blllngual program for chlldren preechool

through third grade. . .- - . S

Because IBI 1shan interstate program it has an administrative
offlcefln both Washington and 1n Texas; two operating sites in
Washlngton State and one 81te in Texas. -, The Texas site operates
..a moblle component in which the Texas staff (admlnistratlve and
training staff, as well as teachers) relocate to northern work
sites pﬂov1@1ng contlnuing services to ‘children who' move- from
Texas in the migrant stream. oo N .

This evaluhtlon represe@ts the thirteenth in a series
(the first published under this project name) that haVe been prepared

for the Division of Bilrvgual Education in the Office of Edgcatlog.

*Funded under the prev1ous project name of "TRAINING MIGRANT
PARAPROFESSIONALS IN R?E BILINGUAL MINI HEAD START."

. .
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(All previous'evaluatigns are availqple in libraries tﬁrdugh
the ERIC system. A list of ERIC reference qumbcrs LS given on ,
page 74.) . - ' ”
. The primary funding for this program is from ‘the USOE
. Division of Bilinguﬁl Education, Title VII of ESEA..
_ This program is a natlonally validated blllngual program
by the Joint Dissemination Review Panel of the U. §S. Office

of Educatlon. .
The progrdm is also a Developer/Dlssemlnator program in

the Natlonal Diffusion Network.

¢ Final Evaluation of the 1977-78 Program Year

i . Number 13 in a Series

Published Januéiy, 1979
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION A

b

4

Orlglnated as an R and D Effort .
In 1971 all federal agencies were asked to make "migrants"

a prlorlty for services.,  The Office of Bilingual Education séﬁt\
out a request for proposals. (RFP) to educational agen01es reques—~
ting a progsam effort uniquely’ designed to meet the needs of this
servioe‘group. This proposal,was submitted in response to this,
RFP through Intermediate}School District 104 _of Eph#ath,vWashing-
ton (a district providing services to schools which;has since

been legaf?;‘dissolved). Its bdsic concept was that a key |
problem in‘educating migrant children is the fragmentation of
responsrblllty for prov1d1ng educational services caysed by the
chlld's frequent ‘moves. The model proposed was therefore an
'aqmlnlstratlve model that was interdistrict in its opération'in

Washington statéfﬂand interstate between Texas and Washington -

-

state (also other states to which children moved). —

Administration . ‘ . 4

3
The program has 1ts admlnlstratlve offlce in Pasco, Washington,

'w1th a second adminlstratlve office in Grulla, Texas (the home base
site for the Texaseprogram, and or1g1n of chlldren served in.the -

| mobile component which follow children when they move), The o

funding agency for the program has changéd four times in its
\seven year of program operation, but the ‘basic administration and
operation of the program has been the same throughout. At present

rant funds go through Sunnyside School Dfstrlct 201 in Washlngton

tate--the program operates elsewhere as descrlbeo spbsequently.

LT
. )
. N \
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_ﬁeratlng Sites ~ T : ',

A year—round program is operated at Connell and at Moses Lake’
Wakhington, and in La Grulla, Texas. The Washlngton sites ‘are , '
_rn the "Columbia Basin Area" whtch was reclaxmed from desert by

.the Columbla Bas1n 1rr1gatlon project and 1Ssnow very fertile

ing country. Alnost all .the settlement in the area 1is new,

gV}
e
Y




- ’l
3 . >

- T

w

© . Jrelated to forming mgde possible by reigation.’ A sizegble
) proportion of the population in ‘the twe towns are 5panrsh
speaking famllles who came tn to work the crops. Mgny~haye v e
scttLpd out xn the area. Many others come inon a seasonal
bas#s. . ) C .
La Grulla, home base for the Texas progxam, is a small town
almost on the Rio Grande River in the tip ot South Texas. La
Grulla takes 1ts name from a mMgrating bird, now extlnct Like
. the bird, the populatlon of La Crylla almost all mlgrates every
,VLar to ‘do mlgrant farm work. The employment statlstltu duang
tne w;nter a few years ago werL 5% (e.g., 95% unemployed during
the winter home base ‘period, except for occasional work lasting ‘ oo
a few days). NearLy all of the iincome of the families in tecwn
. 1hcrefore comes from the annual migration to the north. All of
-~ tne families are Spanish. speaking, and Spq\lbﬁ is relnforch by:
- the availability of TV channels receivéd from Mexico. o
- The mobile component has involved teachers moving north and
continuing to prov1de services to children in temporary work
locations. . Most of the northérn sites are if Washlngton statc,.~
. but mobilencgmponent tedchers have also gone tO.IllanlS, Idaho—
@ and Oregon. -

- ) L .

~ . Types of thldren Served . ) : N

About 98% of thd chlldren served in the IBI proqram are
Mex;can or Mex1can Amerlcan (one or both’ parents). A very hagh
. propontxon are monollngual Spanlsh speakers (46% /f those _
enrolled through Aprll 1978 when the statlstlcs were collecteaq) . s
Thls propOrtlon is undoubtedly’ higher than the proportlon of

%

monollngual Spanlsh speakers in other blllngual programs, 1n part
'because this rogram starts at “the preschool level (age three),
‘before the chlldren havg-had much dontact with language - outslae
Lhat in’ thcrr Spanish speakang ‘home. . An addltlonal 26% are

. llsted as Spanish domlnant .bilingual although thls can m@an a

“ . very very mlnlmal understanalng of Engllsh. It 1s operatlonally
deflned as,a scorg higher in. Spanlsh than in Engllsh on an audltory
vocabulary test, with the score in English anywhere past the’

o, -
. * . 3
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2 ‘ point where it could be attributed simply to guessing.
- - The other R of'the childcem ace listeq as ‘pcimacy
language Engllsh " of these 9% are considered English dominant
blllngual, whlch_means they score best in English on a vocabulary
test but have a score above the 'guessing level in Spanlsh 18%
are monolingual in Engllsh. As in most pilingual programs both of
these groups of children also are likely to be deficient in
English language skllls——most often coming from a famlly that
is-or .was Spanlsh speaking but attempts to use Engllsh with the (
children to help them suc¢ceed in‘a predomlnantly English speaking
communitYl The children in these categories are almost entlrely
enrolled in the northern sites. .
- The chlldren are from families’' in seasonal or migratory farm
labor which places them near the bottom of the socioeconomic
scale§ The ‘age range served is ba51cally three through eight.
The program continues to work with children through the third
. grade o .
. L3S
Staffing + - -

Because of the basic concept of this program--to provide con-
‘ t1nu1ty to children who moved aboutr—the teach1ng staff for the
program is entlrely adults from the-target population (more than
’half qre parents of children served).

- >
»

' Efforts- to try programs- that moved in the stream with migrant
children had been made before this program was started These

', . °al

tried to staff with ert1f1ed personnel, and thlS was almost :
entirely unsuccessf There isra shortage of such personnel.
The job condltlons in such a moblle program are unattractive--few
people want to move several times a year, living in temporary
hous1ng 1n remote rural areas 1f there is an:glternatlve. With
+ "“bonus pay" ‘some are willing to dp 1t. Some with a "peace corps"
set of values are interested. in doing it. However, even these .-
“ A dedlcated teachers are hard to use because of the problem of
hous1ng in the;northern areas. Almos; all available hous1ng is

reserved for- the- farm workers. By, utlllzlng other adults from

families who were already housed becayse spme of the famlly

22
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work in the fields, this was not a problem. - .

The adults in the migrant famllles also sacrificed in order
to teach in this program since, for the limited perlod of time
it is available, farm work pays better than the teaching
salaries they received< But the teaching position offered year-
round pay which offset the loss of the higher income they could
have made with ﬁhe*seasonal work. The teaching adults recruited
ibrought a special anderstanding and comm%tmept to the job from
first-hand knowledge of the difficulty of obtaining an educatdion
for a child moving in the ‘migrant stream. . , b

It was for this reason that one fundamental'premise of the
program was that it myst work using previously untra;ned and
inexperienced bilingual aéults recraited from the target population.
Certified staff are hired by IBI, but in the IBI program they work
as supervisors and tra1ners--backup‘staff for the paraprofess1onal
teachers, . and do not work dlrectly with chllérsn‘unless filling .
in as a substitute. T ) '

" The problem of hav1ng_tp_move staff obviously did not apply
to the operatlon of the year-round s es. However, it was -
dec1ded to have one basic program model and to use adulty. from
the target populatlon as teaching staff in these areas as wel)
Since there was a real shortage of avallabie bilingual certified
pedple ‘in all three sites, this decision me xisting circum-
stances The few that could be hired were st etchéd by virtue of -,
hav1ng them oversee a number of paraprofessloKal teachers and
under them quite a»few more bilingual chlldreﬁ than could have
been’ taught directly by the bilingu certlfledgmeachers.

This decision accounts for the /cumbersome title by which
the pro;ect originally went: "Tra1 1ng Migrant Paraprofessionals
}n the Bilingual Mini Head Start " ‘great deal of the develop-~
ment effort went into selectlon of curriculum materials that
could be effectlvely used by paraprofesslonal staff, as. well as.
field testlng training methods to see what methods worked best
to quickly produce competent teachlng in previously untrained staff.

It should be noted that IBI is now disseminating its curri- ]
culum and methods to other sites. °‘Nearly all of these sites have
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the usual combinatrgn of'certified teachers ahd a{de§, and the -
certified staff haye been very impressed with' the training as
valuable to them. It was designed to be very thorOugh and
specific because this was necessary for inexperienceé people.
It also seems to have producea training that is well accepted
by and easily.utilized by professional teachers, Howeve?,

v o

Curriculum’ X !

iAll curriculpm materials.used by IBf can be indiy‘faalized
* or taught in small groups. Each has.the sequencing ourlt in
sO that theiteacher does not need to have the kﬁpviedge on how
to -develop concepts from simple to more complffi Most of the
materlals.are carefully programmed, SO th-.feven review'is built
“in meaning® that children retain y the
to it., The IBI model atte.n“sf

in a-Eeographlc sense Hut from year to §ear, and preschool -to

- school. Each ac-;-mlc area has a continuous track curriculum from
"preschool. thrpligh thlrd grade. IBI ha's developed mastery tests
keyed to thé currlculum materlals\used, which help in placement :

of the child, and also help in planning remediation if the

v * child forgets somethipg during a move.

Most of the curriculum materials are relatlvely self l
contained, using a teacher presentation book or child workbooks,
N or consumable worksheets such as in handwriting. IBI avoided
materials which had to have a lot of teacher preparatlon, because
many IBI teachers handle two or three groups, a day, ‘each for a'
limited release time period, and cannot spend extensive time in
. preparation. The use,of one set of materials for teaching"of
reading, or of math, goes contrary to current trends with are to
use management systems and to index a wide variety of curriculum
\,;"resources. A program that movea/obviously could not carry a
"resource room" with it. However, even in the year-round sites,
it was decided to limit the currlculum materials to one series

bécause it was found that the most effectlve feacher training was .

- that which was most spe01flc to -the currlculum used~-that
-

o limiting the currioulum to a manageable set'meant teachers could
be trained o use it effectlvely in a relatlvely short time.

-\
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Language of Instruction

> .

' All teachers. are bilingual. They use both languages in
teaching "depending on what the Chlld seems to understand.-:
Children of mixed language capac1ty will be assigned in the
same group, SO the children who do not use much ‘English will
hear it used with other children-even if the teacher uses.:
Spanish meit -of the time in communicating with that child.. It
has.hot been found practical or useful in the IBI program to
strlve for any partlcular "percentage" of use of one language
tor the other. It has not been the pOlle to establish any

period in wh;ch use of the other language is "restrlcted" to

‘force children to learn the language of choice. The results of
- this pollcy anéapractlce seem to be validated by the gains

" the chlldrep make in both language and academlc subjects.
- v

/

N

- . _‘o . ; .
Classroom Organization : ’ R

The preschool centers operated at the_year—round sites .
have academic work areas where children work at small tables
with the teacher moving arouhd _them, or where the‘children sit _
around the teacher for a lesson involving a teacher presentatlon'
book. The rest of the space .is divided between open ‘area for
. larger group act1v1t1es and 1nteresthcenters, comnon to most
:;resEhools. The 'school - age_g\_grag‘uses similar work areas,
and have a corner or bookshelf to keep activ1t1es~and materlals

—
——

to be used dur1ng independent choice periods.

! * The dally schedule has academic periods 4in whieh the teacher
organizes and manages the learning time. It also has child *
ch01ce periods "in which the Chlld selects and organlzes use
of his time. The ch01ce perlods are used as a reinforcer for
the shap1ng of academic behav1or--access to the materlals and b
act1v1t1es is contingent upon completion of" "conttacts" for '
the academic materials, or in token exchange for tokens ‘earned

. durihg the acagemicvperiod‘in some subjeEts In d1ssem1nat1ng _
the program IBI has taken tie-: pos1tlon that use of a tokens or -
contracting system is optional to the adopting district, but
that use of the positive reinforcement teaching methods is

. L4 by . .
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essential, whether or not it is backed up by time management
. or tangible’ re1n§3§3§4s. IBI has approprlate training instru-
' ments for any ogzthese options, and all have beer field tested
"at IBI sites. . ' ‘

- . . .

. .

Dissemination ¥Pervices and Costs . 4 .

’ The IBI currlculum and training materials are ‘available
for adoption by other districts.'’ (T#hs far there has.been\no
* " interest in.the adoption of the interstate delivery systém.)
The curriculum areas can be adopted as single components.
a7 ' The requirements of\an‘adopting dlStrlCt are that they have
the staff capacity to teach children in small groups under o

teachers or aidestﬁnnd\that they purchase necessa{% curr1culum

- materials, provide time for tra1ning of staff by IBI, plus
assigning some person respon51bility for on-sjite continuing
in- serVice, and that they be willing to evalua¥® their results

. in some way to be mutually.worked out by the adopter and IBI:

~

«IBI makes-available at cost curricqﬁgm materials it has develwped,
training instruments (which can be locally)reproduced), initial

~

staff training (dnly cost to adopting district is@travel and per

¥

diem for ViSiting tra1ners), and follow—up v1s¥t§;as requested ro
g

. during the startup phase. In areas where IBI has a- large number

of adOptions and pgtential adoptlons (California) the eosts are,

minimized by having IBI travel coOsts to theg state shared by more

- e -

than one district. < . e,

C— -

- ‘“*—%f\the local district cannot’ manage the costs, most are cj

e ——

eligible for Title IVC grants available to districts ch0051ng .
to adopt validaged programs” and managed by‘thecstate office of ‘

\

education. , X . T

-~ .
+
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e " Program Effectiveness ‘

Information on effectiveness of the IBI program in each of =

". g1ts components is detailed in the aPnual evaluation. Quicklys
summariéed, the children have greatly increased their achievement

in language, math, reading, and knowledge of cultural concepts
at*411 .ages, and thevpreschool .children h#ve made significant , o
gains~in academic readiness skills and handwriting. ThéseJ )

- ‘)6 ' , B -
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results have been ve;ifiéd by oqpside evaluation specialists.
They have been accepted as providing "credible evidence" of7“f;

N . ~

an effective educational program by the Joint Dissemination’,> o
. . -~ . ’ \ Lo
Review Panel of USOE. . '
" } . * . . -
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C . INSTRUCTIONAL COMPONENT o
: . ) —_ .
* GOML 1. CHILDREN TUREE TO FIVE WILL LEARN PRESCHOOL' €ONCEPTS.

THE NEED: IBI children who are three,- four, or five are tested - . ’
us1ng the Cooperative Preschool Inventory. . This 1s a
natlonally standardized test originally developed to measure
. the outcome of Head Start programs. It is publlshcd in
Spanish andqg Engllsh .and project chlldren are tested in the1r
primary lsnguage. It measures, congepts. usually consSidered

2 ]

. important as school ‘readiness skills: the ablllty ‘to under-
. | stand and’ follow directions, size and number concepts, the °
- . re ognltlon‘of”coiors and shapes, etc. . -

7

The project has complled pretest scores of chlldren who ,
. 0 have entered the program at different ages over the past sevep
o vears. These scores Lepresent tle level of skills project T
children would have demonstrated without benefit of the pro— .,
gram. _As shown in Figure 1 which follows, without the program
three—year -old children had an averxage score at the 30th per--
centile-~i. e., out of a national sample 30 percent of children
had scores this low or lower. Four-year-old children had
average scores at the 35th percentile. Five-year-old children
serﬁgﬁ by the project averaged stores at the 43rd percentile.
y In summary the tarcet'population for this program start out - '
with preschool concept or school read1ness skidls in the lower - i
half——almesb the lowest third, compared to chlldren tested 1n

the national sgmple:

3

) ‘THﬁMIBI CURRICULUM: IBI combines concept and language learningﬁﬁ
S - . using, the DISTAR.Language curriculum published in English bf
d " SRA, and published in Soanish by Bilingual Mini Schools (a non- .
. : profit corporation which developed the Spanish_ translation for

‘ the IBI program, and is. now licensed by SRX to sell the Spanlsh .
: “ edltron to any schools that would like to use it).

. , . ‘This curriculum is taught to a smadl Yroup of chlldren

P from a teacher presentation book. The concept content 1ncludes'

Y-

-
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such things as comparisons (the glass is full, the cup is
-empty) ; pos1tlonal words (the paper is on the bcok the dog
is under the table); classification (a dog ‘and a mouse are .
Fnlmals); etc. The 1976 edition has an "action track" in
 which children 'follow-simple commands. Use of physical actions
and use of real objects to.supplement the picture presentation
help add meaning, especially for younger children.

The IBI staff developed a. "Pre- DISTAR" series of lessOns

4}

for ‘'very young children (three and early four) in Spanish and
‘English. These lessons require children to make pointing res-
ponses or oral responses that require Only single words tdé two
word phrases. This is used as a transition into the published
DISTAR which requires ‘childrer to use whole sentences 1n res—/’
ponding almost from the beglnnlng lessons. . P /// ‘)
Lessons are glven in each language to pr séﬁeol chlldren,
“at least 20 mlnutes a day in Spanish and aﬁ//ier 20 minutes a
day in English. 1In thlS way childr n/ie;rn tbe’meanlng of the

&, and it is then reinforced

congept in their primary langu

v as they learn the vocabula
'\k<:dition to these lessg periods, two or three unstructured

T i1d choice) ‘take place each day, and concept

in their. second language. 1In

arning perieds (c
learning activitigs using a variety of common preschool play . s
materials take-place in these periods.

. . *
.

PROJECT RESULTS: Figure 1, which follows, shows the average score
by age Tevel expressed in terms of percentile rank (using |
national norms) for- four groups: the project norm group, the
national norm group, and two groups of chlldren from' the IBI
program (100 day test group show1ng.short term .program effect,
and 200+ day test ggoup showing longer term program effect).
The project norm group average score is well below the
national norms for this testi—almost in the bottom third com-
pared to children in-the national sample This represents o
the expected level of. achievement prOJect children would have
had without the b;llngual program since it is made up of pre-
test scores of childiren who started the program at different

age levels. Scores On this test have been pooled for childreﬁ
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four. Tt is slightly above the national norm at age three and quite

- —full school year. ' If theﬁe school dthrlcts are.considering

‘s'tatistically significdant beyond the .001 level (possibility of

.
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whSEe primar& language was Spanish or English as there was found
to be no significant difference based -on .language classification.
The short term Bilingua] Group ‘(100 day attendance) has an
‘average score just at the national norm (50th percentile) at age

°

a bit above the norm at age five (66th percentile). This group
was included in the analysis because many school districts ser- .

ving blr,,gual.mxgrant*éhIIa*en do not have such children i for a -

use of the IBI currlculum, this represents the effectiveness | . \‘bq
cven after a period of five months or less program attendance.
The statistical analysis was done on raw scores (test scores
details gre shown i;/;able 4 in the Technical Appendix).  As T
noted, even the short term "pRogram effect produces a superiority
that is statistically significant at the .0l level (e.qg.,
Pcssibility that this much superidrity would occur by chance less
than 1 in 100)..

‘ The long term Bilingual Group (tests after 200 days in.
adttendance) are markedly higher than the project norm group,
Righer than nafional norms and higher .than the short term bilin-
gral group. The percentile rank is'in the top thir@ compared to
natio%al norms.. For five year olds the percentlle rank (78th
percentile) s in the tOp quartile by national norms. The :
supcrlorlgrzfor the 200+ day attendance group over the project

norm group (expected performance without the program) is: . '

occurance by Chance less.than one in-1000).

- It is posslble.for differences: in test scores to be statis-
tlcally significant even when they are not partlcularly educa—na
tionally significant. If a dlfference between groups exceeds half
a.standard deviation there is a "rule- of=thumb" standard ‘that thlS
much ‘difference would be considered educationally 31gn1flcant..

At each level, as shown in Table 4" in the Teohnical Appendix, the
superiority of scores byﬁchildren in the 200+ attendance group is
more than one full standard deviation higher than the average score

of the project nQrm comparisan group. This would indicate that the

L]
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gains made by children are educatxenal/y 51gn1f1cant, .and that the
IBI program is quite powerful jin brlnglng children up to and above
national norms on the type of school readiness skills heasured by

-

this test. . -

~ . . -
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o g | S SCORES ON-COOPERATIVE PRESCHOOL INVENTORY - f}6 .

o] 50—— * %
Bilingual . 4? J
200+ days A5 L . F—143% .
attendance : f |
404,
35.%.
mmuummmm‘mum; ] , v ) !
Bilingual 304
100 days 251/ .
t d . ——_—
. atten ance : o B Shaded .area
20md represents
. 50th percen-
sacessvscesany Y .~,l5-~-— tile on
) . IBI project _ ~ national norm
: . horm group . 10wt
’ .* . El ’ 5--
x%-ﬁ ‘0 . .. . -
_ " AGE 3.0-3.11 4.0-4.11 5.0-5.5
» National .. ° IBI 200+ Day: 69th 67th 78th Percentile
Percentjile IBI 100 Day: "53rd ) 50th 66th Percentile
Scores: Project Norm: 30th 35th 43rd Percentile

*Statistically sign*flcant at .0l level over project norm group .
**Statistically sigrificant at .00l level over project norm group
Detailed test scores)analysis is shown in Table 4 in the Technlcal
Appendix. "o — .

- FIGURE l. MEAN RAW SCORE ON COOPERATIVE PRESCHOOL éNV NTORY, -BY
.AGE GROUPS AND PERIOD OF -ATTENDANCE IN IBI FLINGUAL
PROGRAM, COMPARED TO NATIONAL NORMS, -

'~ 10 SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 1s

_ 1. WITHOUT THE PROGRAM, PROJECT CHILDREN IN THE. NORM GROUP
. SCORE WELL BELOW AVERAGE COMPARED TO THE NAT]ONAL NORM
GROUP FOR THI§ TEST,

.~ 2, THE SHORT TERM ATTENDANCE IN THE BILINGUAL PROGRAM (100 DAYS)
" BRINGS CHILDREN .ABOUT EYEN WITH THE NATIONAL NORMS AT AGE '
. THREE AND FOUR, AND INTO THE TOP THIRD OF THE NATIONAL
NORMS . BY AGE FIVE.

5. -LONG_TERM ATTENDANCE IN THE BILINGUAL PROGRAM (200 OR 'MORE ‘
- DAYS) MEANS CHILDREN AVERAGE SCORES IN THE TOP THIRD BY
. THE NATIONAL NORMS FOR ‘THIS ‘'TEST AT AGES THREE AND FOUR, .
AND IN THE TOP QUARTILE FOR CHILDREN.AT-AGE FIVE, . ’

v - " b, THE SUPERIQRITY OF CHILDREN AFTER ATTENDANCE IN THE BILIN' .ot
’ GUAL PROGRAM OgiR THE . PROJECT NORM GROUP 1S STATISTICALLY -
- SIGNIFICANT LEVEL INDICATES THE POSSIBILITY THAT THIS =
188? SUPERIORITY WOULD OCCUR BY CHANCE IS LESS- THAN ONE IN )




GOAL 2. CHILDREN LEARN HANDWRITING SKILLS. \ !
. | | . o B
" THE NEED:  IBI teaches handwriting as part of the preschool readi-
- ness’ program. . The project-measures children's visual-motor
* coordination skills by means of the preschool level of the
‘spelling subtest of the Wide Range Achievement Test. 1In
this test the child is asked tQ copy 18 marks of increasing
.. : ¢ .dlfflculty and print two 1etters of hlS name. A percentile
' ranklng of scores is available for five-year-olds.  The average
. ' . score by project five-year-olds when Pretested is 7 R whlch
; ‘places them at the seventh percentlle compared to national
;J-no;ms, e.dg., only 7 perceht:of the children tested at this
age nationally had a score this}low or lower. Norms are not

available for children younger fhap five.

THE IBI CURRICULUM: IBI uses a handwrltlng currlculum developed
by the*bnlver51ty of Kansas for their Follow Through and
Head Start programg.’ These cthlSt of~avséries of 29 dlttO\
masters from whichipracticé handwriting sheets are duplicated
by the project. With these the children shape their hand-
writing skills to greater levels of coordination. Each chlld

can work at his own pace throagh these materials. After '
completlon of the ™levels" as- the University of Kansas materlals
are called, the children go into'a project adapted version of
a handwrltlng series that is now' out of print, Lyons and

# Carnahan  "Write ahd See." The project has resequenced these
materlals and added in-book tests which teachers can use to
check children's ability. 'For the youngest children not yet
ready to hold a pencil, pre=handwriting exercises, .are given
u51ng,chalk, crayons, etc. Children learn left-right sequen-
cing and we}king-from the top to the bottom of a page from
this curriculum. Lessons approximately 10 minutes .in length
are given daily to preschool children. '

: >

PROJECT RESULTS: Figure 2-which follows shows the average scores
of childfen en they enter the program, of chfldren who have
had 100“days ttendance, and children who‘have had 200+ days

e v
oAt * . v
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" Table 5 in the Technical Appendik )

3
7

At

7F(Additiona1 statistical detail is shown in
Each added peried of

attendance.

attendance ‘shows a sharp 1ncrease in skllls, for each age
National norms are available. only for the children’
As noted before, the average

group
in the ﬁlve—year-old group.
score of the chlldren on pretest places- them at the 7th
percentrle by national norms (only 7 percent of children in
the national sample had scores thies low). Children with 200+
days attendance have a score which ranks thém at the 50th
percentile. In.summary, children who would have showed a
severe ‘deficit in ‘'this area are able, through the 1nd1v1,m
dualized program, to reach sch071-age with skills up to

natiqpal norms.

28
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Mean Raw Score °

‘ Project
** ¢ Norm Group

Bilingual : ; .
: attendance *%e,013.0 . ’ Scores in parentheses °
. eo0 O ;
e —ala ' ~ represent national
~‘==600* ° . percentile rahk.

Bilinguél o | 9.2% i
. 200+ days . .

attendance .
AGE 5.0-5.11

C L..°°°.°°Q°:°°°°. °.°’.°° 7. 4 (7th :%i le) b -

= 11.4* (23rd’sile) '’

15.1* (50tn $ile)
'( I

*The ‘superiority of this score over the pfoject norm group
of the same age-is statistically Bignificant beyond the .001
" ‘level. Detailed test scores analysis is shown in Table 5 in the
Technical Appendix. X .
. FIGURE 2. MeAN RAW SCORE AETER VARIOUS PERIODS OF ATTENDANCE BY IBI]
: PROJECT CHIL?REN;ON‘SPELLING,SUBTEST oF WIDE RANGE
ACHIEVEMENT TEST. -

TO SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 2:, o

1. . THE INDIVIDUALIZED HANDWRITING CUéRICghyM USED BY [BI
' PRODUCES STEADY IMPROVEMENT IN CHILDREM'S SCORES THE
. LONGER THEY PARTICIPATE IN THE PROGRAM,

2., THE @AINS ARE STA&&STiCAL%Y.AND EDUCATIONALLY SIGNIFI-
CANT EVEN AFTER 100 DAYS (SHORT TERM INTSSBENTION J
* WITH THE SUPERIORITY EVEN GREATER:AFTER DAYS,

' . 1 . .
3. BASED ON NATIONAL NORMS FOR THIS TEST, CHILDREN ENT;R
**THE PROGRAM WITH AH EXTREMELY LOW LEVEL OF SKILLS (/TH

PERGENTILE'yf Y 8 O+ DAYS ATTENDANCE THEIR AVERAGE
SCORE 1S AT/ THE 50TH PERCENTILE, BASED~O§ NATIONAL NORMS.
(NORMS ARE NOT AVAILABLE ‘BELOW AGE FIVE,

s
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.
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- GOAL 3. SPANISH SPEAKING CHILDREN WILL IMPROVE IN SPANISH.

- .
30

. .
¢ . . 2

3 " @
\ - ”~

THE NEED. The need-for continued instruction in Spamish is based

'THE 1BI CURRICULUM:

\

on the expressed wishes of tQje familjes whose ‘children are
served by the program. They want.their children to keep their
Spanish languagé‘capability and to improve it.

- -
» . . ] ' o

& D
\

Curgiculum Materials Used: IBI fleld\tested the S%anlsh
jedition of DISTAR Language I, translaégd for IBI by Bilingual
Mini Schools, a private corporation which has a llcense to sell
the Spanish editlonhgranteé by SRA. The project selected these
materials because they are very well\progr?mmed; that is, each
mew 8kill is practiced many times and then re-used,as new
skills appear. All skills are cumulative; they never disappear
from the material. And because it is well programmed the
children do not make frequent errors. rd -

Spanish DISTAR’is taught. in a small group f£rom -a teacher °
prebentetion boock which cleariy outllnes the dialogue used in ,
teaching-ha featuré which is very heipful to a paraprofessional
feacher. It involves a fast paced ‘verbal exchange in wg;ch )
ohildren would be expected to make frop 150 to over 200 language
‘responseas during a 20-minute lesson period. Because the
lehquage responses require both phrases,and whole sentences,
“the childrenﬂlearn to use the language with all its connecting
words lnstead of learning‘an isolated vocabulary which often
occurs with other language approaches. (

The IBI program achepts #ery young chlldren, age three ‘)
and four, for whom, a-curriculum called "Pre~DISTAR" has been-
deveIOped by the project. This curriculum begins with action
respgnses and then requlres one- or two-word responses. Chlldren
can use it who are ‘not yet ready for whole sentence responses
required in the regular DISTAR series. Pre-DISTAR is in both
Spanish and English. * . ’ )

Lessdn periods in oral Spanish. of approximately 20 .minutes
per day are given all children in the preschobl program and up
to first grade. '(DI§TAR Level I is appropriate. to, the girst\ i

. '-' ' ) 36, "L \ '




grade level. Level II is not yet available, ao the project
is waiting to extend the oral language program to the older
school age children.) | <
In addition to the lessons in oral Spanish, all staff are
bilingual and use both Spanish and English in the teaching of
other subjects-and in'info;mal conversation throughout the *
d;y} - _
: . ’ A~
PROJECT RESULTS:: Test Fesults are reported separately by the
child's prima§§/iznguage classification in Figure 3 which
°follows.- These -test results indicate that children whose
primary language is Spanish have scores two to three times
as great on this; test than those whose primary language .is
English. However the verage scores of children after 200
days attenhdance 1mproﬁ'é
Table 6 in the t%vhnlcal appendix gives the statistical '

‘detail of the Spanish

e within each lahguage group

ocabllary test scores. As. indicated,
théﬁenperiority in Spanish of children after 200 days in the
IBI program 1s statistically significant at age three, four
;and five, over the project norm group of the same age' and
language dominance At age six the average score of English
dominant children is superior to the norm group, but because
of hign“va;iance within the group the difference is not'sta—
tistically significant. The average score ¢of six year old
Spanish dominant children is the same for both pfoject and

norm grodp; One péssible explanation of this is that only

level one of the Language curriculum is available ‘in Spanish

(there are three levels in English and the curriculum is“used
up through third grade). The Spanish dominant children move
through the curriculum in Spanish much more quickly than
through the English curriculum and many who enter the IBI
prégram as preschoolers have completed the available curriculuﬁ
- before age six. %he projeqt hopes to have the second and third
levels of the cufriculum available in the future which would
enable the’'continuation of formal instruction in Spanish to

- a higher age level. . 't

*
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- . SPANISH VOCABULARY SCORES 46 46 32
41** k N

igqurojact
oussgNorm Group

_Children whose primary
[ language is Spanish 34*«

. ilingual
. T= 00+au£ndqnce

2

"AGE: 3.0-3.11  4.0-4.11 .0-5. 6.0-6.11

—_ ‘T? SPANISH VOCABULARY SCORES

_ Children whose primary
T - language is'English

\‘ ) AGE: 3.0—3.;1:' . 4.0"4.11 | 500—5011 6.0—6011

*The superiority of fﬁié score ov%r.the project norm group
is_statistically significant at the .91 level.
xkSuperiority over project norm group significant at .001
level. ‘ N
‘_Scorés of children after 100 days attendance used because
of an insufficient number of 200+ day tests for analysis at age three.

* ) Detailed test scores analysis is shown in Table 6 in the Technical
Appendix.’ :

FIGURE 3. MEAE RAW_SCORES IB SPANISB VOCABUbARY oN. IBI _TRANSLATION
oF FORM B oF THE PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST BY
PERIOD OF ATTENDANCE, AND PRIMARY LANGUAGE CLASSIFICATHQNs

. 10 SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 3:

1. BoTH SPANISH AND ENGL{ﬁT DOMINANT CHILDREN SHOWED GAINS
. - __— . IN.SPANISH UNDER THE CURRICULUM.

2. COMPARED TO THE AVERAGE SCORES OF THE PROJECT NORM GROUP
OF THE SAME PRIMARY LANGUAGE CLASSIFICATION, THE SUPERIORITY

AT AGE THREE, FOUR AND FIVE IS STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT.
. . o . ‘ | \\38'
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GOAL 4, SPANISH SPEAKING CHILDREN WIEL IMPROVE IN ENGLISH.

THE NEED: When children enter the IBI program they are glven the L

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test in English "and in Spanish,
_using dlfferent forms of the test. Based on these entry 'tests

for project children, 73% have a hlgher score 1n Spanlsh
than in- English. Of these children 46% have a fcore so low
in Engllsh that it is within the range that could be obtained -
by guess1ng, and would be considered Spanish monollngual,
as’ shownwln Figure 4 (below). Even the children who are

classlfled as English dominant are, in fact, very limited in r“
. -their English skills.

L 46% Spanish , 26% Spanlsh 9% 1@% ‘ . e
-t Monolingual Bilingual English English ‘
i ) Bilin- Monolin-

gual gual

>

FIGURE 4, LANGUAGE.CLASSIF CATION18;8CHILDREN ENROLLED IN IBI

PROGRAM THROUGH PRIL, BASED ON ENTERING SKILLS
IN LANGUAGE., - -

-

IBI CURRICULUM: As described earlier both English and Spanish are-
taught each éay (sometimes every other_day depending on the
. length of time' available with~the children at a particular
site). The DISTAR Language cufriculum is used. _ This is'
carefully programmed, provides fast paced oral language prac- '
t1ce, use of the language in context and in whole sentences - {
The context of the lessons anvolves language useful to under-’ .
standing school usage vocabulary, reasonlng skills, and -
readiness concepts - - - . '
The Engllsh Lariguage curriculum is available from SRA at
three levels and is used through thirdwgrade (the project only
} 'gees\to‘third grade). Children are startegcen the program at
the pfeschool ages. If the childﬁen are vdry, young they started
in the IBI. '

.. .. ¢ ’
, . ’ ‘ ~
el i ] LN
.

e Y




‘follew a teacher presentaéﬁon in a small group, respond v

v * \ R 34-":

Pre-DISTAR curriculum. ThlS shapes ‘their ablllty to

't

‘when -askefl, ‘and starts with p01nt1ng responses 1ead1ng

into ‘responses that requlre use of one or two words.

In addition to lessons in oral Spanish and English,
both languages are used in teaching other academic subjects
and informally interacting with children during child

I3

choice activity periods, group activities such as singing, etc.

. PROJECT RESULTS: Figure 5 illustrates the superiority in Ehglish

vocabulary scores by IBI Spanish dominant children after
different periods of program attendance over the scores'of
Spanish dominant children. of the same dge in the project

‘norm group. , * : AN

The project norm group scores represents the level of
Englfph children of different ages had before they had a -
clHance to participate 1n the bilingual progrem Many mlgrant

© programs ‘can only serve chlldren for a.short term, so the

scores after 100 days attendance shows the "short term"
effectivemess of the IBI program. Even within this limited 5
time perxpd Engllsh scores increasé to a level that is statis-

‘tically 91gn1f1cant at the .001 level The scores of chlldren

after 200+ days is almost twice that achkgved in 100 days in

‘the IBI program. -

A rule-of-thumb measure of when a dlfference in scores is -

‘enough to be considered "educationally" significant.is when' the

spread between the scores is more than half a standard deviati?n.
As shown in Table 7 (see Technical appendix) the gains of
children in the, IBI program are two or three times more than '~
this standard and would therefore be considered very' large .
gains for the peried of program intervention 1nvolved

- °
.
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e 55p~ 5 5%
.‘, o
E—— 50—
Bilingual
200+ days ' 45__
i’attendance 44*
1]
LU
. Bilingual = 35}
.- ays -
" attendance . 33
oo 301 .
:t"'o.ooooooooo° L—- /
- ‘Project : 25
ﬁ%rm Group 20 b
. - - .
154,
10— A
>
r 5 =t
’ AGE  3.0-3.11 4.0-4.11 5.0-5.11 6.0-6.11 7.0-7.11 8.0-8.11 S ‘
\ﬁ » *The superiority of this score err.tﬂat o%,the fmojgpt°
. norm groug of the same age is statistically significant beyond
" the .001 level. Detailed test scores analysis is shown in . .
-+ Table 7 in the Technical Appendix. . ' : . L
FIGURE 5. ENGLISH VOC?BULARY SGORES ON FoRM A3 PeABODY PTC¥URE
VOCABULARY TEST, OF CHILDREN WHOSE PRIMARY"LANGUAGE.
- , Is SPANISH, BY AGE AND ATTENDANCE GROUP, ' :
T0 SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 5: S ,
’ . r ° ' “ ‘ . * ’ N : » }
1. COMPARISON TO THE AVERAGE SCORES 1N ENGLISH OF -THE PROJECT -
NORM GROUP SHOWS SIGNIFICANT SYPERIORITY FOR BILINGUAL: -
. PROGRAM CHILDREN'AT EVERY AGE LEVEL.- IN ALL CASES THIS -
: " SUPERIORITY 68 SUFFICIENT TO BE STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT
. . BEYOND. THE . 1 LeveL (E.G.,, AN EXCEEDINGLY SMALL POSS%* .
. ° BILITY THAT THIS MUCH DIFFERENCE WOULD OCCUR BY CHANCE),
° 'i , . , .
..+ -2, CHLLDREN AFTER 200 DAYS ‘)\TTib‘lBANCE ARE MARKEDLY SUPERIOR -
) TO THOSE TESTED AFTER ONLY DAYY ATTENDANCE, INDICATING
. "~ THAT THE GAINS IN ENGLISH ARE PROGRESSIVE' THE LONGER THE _
. -, PERIOD OF ATTENDANCE, . ' - ' ©o
' ' 1 " . . - o
?’, ‘ Q ‘ o \ . . . . . . ) ' ‘ . . V - . . ‘2
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THE NEED‘

CHfLDREngggﬁEJINchEASE.THEIR-SKILLS IN MATH.

IBI uses the W1de Range Achievement Test, math subtest,

to measure ch11dren s skllls in math.

'This 'is a nationally

standardlzed test

.Based on the natlonal norm group, the

average score of children before attendlng ‘the bilingual

program was at the 9th percentlle at age five, and at the
. 19th percentlle at ages six, seven and elght This means
that only 19 percent of the ch11dren in the national norm
sample had scores,thls ‘low of lower. It 1nd1cates that
withont the program this target population would have been

expected to be far below national morms in math. . .

.

THE IBI CURRICULUM: The IBi project has developed and published -
a pre-math curricylum in Spanish and English for the pre-
school age children. This is taught”in small groups and in
math'related,independent activities. Children leatn numera1
. recognition, counting sequence, making sets,'thewconceét of
equal, -etc. ‘ -

' After the pre-math serles children begln using consumable
workbooks published by Random House under ‘the trade nameigf
Slnger."Sets and Numbers." ThlS currlculum is based on set
theory and is taught in unlts " IBI uses - thlS Series up
through third grade (the upper level in this series uses ~
hard cover books instead.of the consumable workbooks)

These math materials can be.completely individualized.
and a teacher can successfully work with-a group all of whom
may be on dlfferent pages or even in dlfferent books. Because
_'of the dléruptlons in schoollng experlenced by a migrant

poQulatlon, the prOJect used as- one important crrterlon 1n the:
selectlon)of curriculum materlals whether the materials can -
be 1nd1v1duallzed . -
" 'The Sets and Numbers series are publlshed in English
ThlS . has presented no obStacle 1n thelr use by blllngual
The

teachers use both Spanish and Engllsh worklng with the students,

“only.
students - taught by blllngual paraprofe551onal teachers

for 1nstruct1pn! praige anid correctlon

. .
. . .
N : )
.
.

English terminology
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L 3
are encountered, the English terminology readily becomes part .

»w

'PROJECT RESULTS: The math subtest of the Wide Range Achievement .
Test was given to project éhil@ren‘in.gﬁglish Or in Spanish
(project translafion);f It was found that language is not;g' ;
major factor on the test and thgt théfe were ng significent
differences in Pretest scores accuﬁulated for'the project ‘norm-
group®based on language'dbminance.‘ Therefore the test scoreé o

. »in math were booled for analysis. '

r The g:aph‘on Figure 6 on the following Page shows that
—children Ln the project norm group ;vefagea scores far below

L

-the national norm® Short term project attendance (100 days)

v

produced higﬁer Scores at every age level. The Superiority
after 100 déys is statist}call§ significant for children
X »aée three Ehfougﬁ six. °The difference is not enough to be

Statistically significant at ages sqvén and eight. - For
statistical detail lsee Table § in the Technigal Appendix. -
« Children who attended the'IBI pfbgram for 200+ days hadg

scores markedly higher than either the Project 'norm group

AEEN
>

1.0r children tested‘aftQ; 100 days attendance. The average
score isﬁalso abovg natiohal norms'through,age Séven, slightly

- below the national{norm at age eight. For statisticél detail
sSee Table 8 in the Technical Appendix. ‘

by project ¢Hildren was below the 19th percgntiie by pationalw
' norms. For students in the bilingual pProgram the minimum
200 days, thg”percentile Scores ranged from 42nd to the 68th

percentile at different age levels. _
The superio:ity of scores after 200+ days attendance was

(N'/* Statistically significant*at every age level, three through

eight, beyond the ~001 level of signifiﬁance, (thglpossibiliﬁy
"' that tﬁié much superiority would occur by chance lesg than

T
' Ong in 1000). See Table g, Technical Appf%nd;x'.
¥,

T



o ' *'

38
N Using the rule of thumb that a score more than half &
$
standard dev1atlon higher tﬁan the reference group would. also

ba considered educatlonally slgnlflcant the superiority of

.

, children at every age level in the(biliﬁgual program with the
. minimum 200 days attendance would be considered educationally
significant. At all but age eight the difference is more

Eas . than one full standard deviation qhgher than the reference
. preject norm group of the same age. ‘

. e ¢ N “
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"MEAN RAW SCORES IN MATH

N -r 39.
/
AEEaaE— 28 me
Bilingual
200+ days

. attendance

[ rrrrem—— 22
Bilingual
100 days
attendance -

. OOAOCOOC.C..CO 16 -lpw
Projegct
normfgroup

/"

-

104
RAW SCORES{ .
SCALE
i+ -
AGE" 3T 4 5 . 6 7 8
. ' National Norm = 100.0 100..0 100.0° 100.0 \
Mean Standard Scores IBI 200 day = 104.6* 107.3* .101.3* 97.2%
IBI 100 day = 94.7* 96,6* 91.8* 90.8
5 Proj. Norm = 80:5 86.8 .86.9 87.6

%The superiority of th?s score over the project norm group of
the same age is statistically significant beyond the .001 level.
Detailed test scores analysis is shown in Table 8 in the Technical
Appendix.

FIGURE 6. SCORES ON THE MATH SUBTEST OF THE-WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT

"TEST, BY AGE AND PERIOD OF ATTENDANCE IN IBI PROGRAM,

T0 SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 67 v

1,
2.

3.

LEVELS EXCEPT AGE EIGHT,

WITHOUT THE BILINGUAL PROGRAM SCORES OF TARGET CHILDREN IN
THE PROJECT NORM GROUP ARE FAR BELOW NATIONAL NORMS.

SHORT TERM ATTENDANCE (100 DAYS) IN THE BILINGUAL PROGRAM
PRODUCES HIGHER AVERAGE SCORES THAN THE PROJECT NORM GROUP .
AT- EVERY AGE LEVEL; HOWEVER STILL. BELOW NATIONAL NORMS ,

CHILDREN IN THE IBI PROGRAM FOR 200 OR MORE DAYS SCORE HIGHER
AT EVERY GRADE LEVEL THAN EITHER THE PRO&BCT NORM GROUP, OR -
CHILDREN IN THE BILINGUAL PROGRAM ONLY 100 DAYS.® THE
SUPERIORITY OF THESE SCORES GVER THE PROJECT NORM GROUP Ag
EVERY AGE LEVEL IS STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT BEYOND THE 001
LEVEL,, - ‘

THE IBI BILINGUAL GROUP WITH 200+ DAYS ATTENDANCE ALSO
AVERAGES SCORES IN MATH ABOVE NATIONAL NORMS AT ALL AGE

|

e
N & /]




s GOAL 6. CHILDREN WILL GAIN READING éKILLS IN ENGLI?H.

THE NEED: CKildren are testeg éh the reading subtest of the Wide
Range Achievement Test for English reading. Tests are
analyzed separately for chiidren whose pr}mary.kangdage is
English and those whose primary language is Spanish because
children differed significantly on their‘entry skills on this
test based on language group. . ;

- s As shown on Table § in the Techn1ca1 Appendix, ,the € try

~ level scores of children in “the project norm group whose

primary language was English were below the 25th percentile .

pby national norms:' The norm greup scores.of children whose

primary language was; Spanish all averaged below the 10th
percentile by national ;orms (e.g., ten percent of children

in the national norm sample had scores this low ‘or lower.

\
@

[ . » . v

(4 .
THE IBI CURRICULUM: The preschool reading program in IBI is started
at about age four using the University of Kansas Reading Primer,

. d

which was develgped for the Behavior Analysis Head Start-and
. Follow Through programsu' The teacher holds a teacher presen-
tation book and children s1t in a semi-circle around the
teacher. Children learn “to respond to plctures going from
N ) left to right and from the top to the bottom of the page, and
‘ tﬂg basic, skill of blending sounds. With these word attack, |
skrlks the children afé then able to Begin in the Sullivan®
programmed reading seriés, published by MtGraw-Hill. * Omcé
into the Sulllvan program, the children can work at their own
pace in an 1nd1v1duallzed program ' ~ -
The Sullivan materlals use a- phonetlc approach with a -
controlled vocabulary so that the beginning reader only Has
. C . to remember one sound for each letter (except for a 11m1ted
' number of 1rregu1ar wor%s whlch are taught as sight words)
This feature of the currlculum was found to be espe01a11y
helpful to children whose primary language is Spanlsh It

meanS—they»de-not-havestoLcopeaw1th the many dlfferent sounds
. which letters take in EnglLsh until after they have mastered
the beglnnlng read1ng<sk111s of Word attack b}endlng, etc
,’1 - . q 1/\ . . )
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The curriculum is programmed so the néw. material is
introduced slowly with continuous review of.what has been
learned before. The pictyre illustrations.are clear and
unclutteredwhich is helpful to comprehen81on of a child for
whom English is a second language. )
The teacher circulates chlldren:horking in'a small group
~at a'téblel Workbooks are starred’ by the teacher for new
sounds and chlldren raise their hands for assistance,when
'they come to a star. This enables the teacher to help the
ch11d w1th the new sound on a on€ to one bas1s. The child
k repeats the ‘sound so the teacher can check that the child is
both hearing and maklng-the correct sound when it is first
encountered. This ayoids'the'confusion Spanish speaking children
may have in distinguishing sounds in English that are not found
. in tie Spanish languade. The teachers are also trained to ask
many comprehension questions as they check children's work,
and can make explanatlons in Spanish if there is a comprehens1on
problem : .y = .o
A teacher is eas11y able {o work- w1th a small group of

<

children each worklng on a different page, even in dlfferent‘
. books (there are 23,books in the Sullivan reading series).

o -

¢ o~ ' . -

PROJECT RESULTS: Figure 7 which follow illustrates the effect of

‘ the-IéI program on the English reading scores of children whose
primary langnage is Spanish. ‘The shaded area represents the
natlonal norms for this test at each age level. Line A repre-
sents the scores of the. projett nQrm group, i.e., .the expected
, Score by target group children without benefit of the bilingual
program. As can be seen in the graph the pr03ect norm group's
score are far below the national norms, and the gap w1dens as
the children get older. ;

Children in the IBI program 100 days scorg hlgher ‘at

every age level than the\progect norm group. ;phlldren in the .
IBI program for 200 or more days have average scores higher-

fthan the 100 day test group, and much higher than the prOJect.
norm group. The statistical detall for these scores is given

'in Table Alnrthe.Technlcal,Appendlx.' The superiority of the

LN
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children !n the bilingual program 200+ days ovar the Prégggk
norm group is statistically slgnlflcant beyond the .00! levzi
in each age group. ’ . “
At all age levels the 'score of children in the DtlxnngJ
: program is somewhat below national norms; however the’ avecage -
score comes cleser to tle national nofm as the ch?ldéen get
older. The mean standard. scores. for each group are reported
under the graph in Figure 7. The.natlonal poam in standard
scores‘would be 100 for each age level. AS noted on the gvapﬁ, L.
the 1BI ¢children in the 200 day test group had & mean standard :
: score of 95 at ages five and six, 97 at age:seveﬁ, and 99.34 at
age eight. ' . _ s

-

. In terms of percentlle scores the project norm gcoup
. '« scores were at the 8th and 9th percentile in reference to'the
national norms for this test. The bilingual program children
after 100 days averaged scores between, the 14th and 19th per-
éen;ile. After 200+ days, the scores of‘cnlldren ranged e
between the 37th percentile at age five and the 47%h peccemtl]e
at age eight. : ‘ '
Figure 8, ,which folloWs, and Table 9 in the Tbchntcal
’Appendlx, present.Fomparable data for children in. the IBT t
“program whose primary language is English. IBI gccepts rela-’
tively few children who are English dominant and these almest
_entirely et the preschoel or kindergarten level. ’Fbr'the,ages
- and attendance.groups in whlch there were a sufficient number
-of tests for’ analysls (@ mifiimum of ten) the.pattern is ‘
imilar, only slightly higher, than the'correspondxng scores
or Spanish dominant children. The expected level of Scores
without the program, represented by the project norm group,

is far below national norms; l9th percentlle for dge fLVQ .

.

. and 25th percentile at age. seven Group mean, cores anz
higher after 100 days in the IBI program; 39th percentlle at
rage five and 30th percentlle at age six. The IBI children
With at least 200 days had the‘highest scores; 42nd percentile
at 8ge five and 55th percentlle, e.g., above the national

e o, norms, by age six. The scores after 100 days were Signifi-

cantly higher (.05 level) than the project norm group. " The ¢
. superlorlty after 200 days was statlstlcally slgnlfzcana

° LY

o - beyond the .01 level B 48 , L
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-BY AGE
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AFTER 200 DAYS IN THE BILINGUAL PRgSRAM
SCORES OF CHILDREN ARE WITHIN THE 90-109

JOBUDAYS, 3

RITY AT-%

*The superiority of this score over the

NGE

R S e o
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‘ Bilingual ¢ 5
100 days 30 f
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: Project {0 .
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.7 Mean . Natignal Norm: ‘100.0. 160.0 " «100.0 100.0 . |
.Standard IBI 200+ day: 95.4% 95,2%* - 96,8%* . 99.4%* v
Scores IBI 100- day: 84.2 83.7 86.9 8877
Project Norm: 79.1 - 80.1 79.2 79.8

project norm group of

is statistically significant:beyond the .00l level.
ysis ‘is shown in’Table 9 in the Technical
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* FIGURE 7.. MEAN RAW SCORES AND STANDARD SCORES, OF IBI PROJECT CHILDREN = - ..
- : ANRAPERIRD OF ATTENDANCE ON THE READING SUBTEST OF
E Ra CHIEVEMENT . '

T0 SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 7: —m, -

EST.

»

PROJECT NORM GROUP SCORES INDICATE%THAT WITHOUT THE BILINGUAL
PROGRAM CHILDREN WHOSE'PRIMARY LANGUAGE IS
EXPECTED .TO
. NORMS,

SPANISH WOULD BE

HAVE READING SCORES IN LNGLISH FAR BELOW.NAT}ONAL

RRICULUM RESULTS IN.HIGHER SCORE - AT EVERY AGE LEVEL

ILL HIGHER SCORES AFTER

0 DAYS, WITH THE

DAYS STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT BEYOND
POSSIBILITY OF CHANCE OCGURANCE LESS/THAN

THE MEAN STANDARD ¢ -
RANGE CONS I'DERED

AVERAGE BASED ON NATIONAL NORMS. - .

.
»
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’ READING SCORES OF CHILDREN WHOSE 4
. . PRIMARY LANGUAGE IS ENGLISH
. , S— ) ) Y
& . - B;linguai .
200+ days S B
attendance
. . e 43 o . )
- Bilingual 1 . . - .
) . 100 days 4
‘. . attendance -
3 .
& 3 i
. ) ;.’........ . 301 ¢
° Project - '
e . . norm group ¢ 254 -
- ‘ . 2
B .' ? !
. .- E
: ‘ 11
- 10 ]
. 5
» . ' RAW SCORE, . .
' ~ _ SCALE : -
B o AGE: 4.0-4.11 5.0-5.11 6.0-6.11
- - “Mean Standard, IBI 200 days: 97.g** 102.5 *
A Scores’ (Based IBI 100 days: 96.4* . 92.3 ° \
t % ‘s _ on Norm of .100) Proj. Norm: 87.3 (=) -

N > %*The Supé;iority“bf this score over “the project norm groﬁp of o
> #he same age is'statistically significant at the .01 level. Detailed
“test ;ﬁqres analysis is 'shown in Table %in the Technical Appendix.

RISt e >y ety
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pignificant ‘at .05 level. N . .
#+=) Les&than 100 in group, too few for analysis. @
- . ) . “m‘ ' - ' : )
- =7 F1GURE 8\~ RAW SCORES AND STANDARD SCORES oF IBI PROJECT CHILDREN BY

« AGE QND PﬁRIODS OF ATTENDANCE' ON THE READING SUBTEST OF
THE ‘“WIDE RANGE ACHIEVQMENT‘ EST, st

. TO SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 8: - -
| ' 1. THE PRoJECT EORM GROUP_SCORES FOR CHILDREN WHOSE PRIMARY

« -LANGUAGE 1S LENGLISH ARE' IN THE BOW AVERAGE RANGE. COMPARED
TO THE NATIONAL NORMS OF THIS TEST, '

o 2, AFTER 100 paYs THE AHSRAGE sco?ss ARE HIGHER THAN THE“NORM,

: o Hd HER STILL AFTER 200 DAYS. THE SUPERIORITY-AFTER EITHER . :
L - 100 or DAYS. IS STATISTICALLY SIGNFFICANT IN REFERENCE TO -
T v THE PROJECT NORM GROUP, ' ' ' .
o 3. AFTER 200+ DAYs ATISNDQNCE, CHILDREN AGE SIX HAVE A MEAN

SO STANDARD SCORE oF 102,

HBICH IS SLIGHTLY ABOVE THE
py ©.

o]

{ X " - NATIONAL MEAN-SCORE OF 1

T 50
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, 4, As EVIDENT«RROM FIGURE 8 AND FIGURE 7 ON THE PRECEDING
., PAGE. BOTH GHTCDREN WHOSE PRIMARY LANGUAGE IS ENGLISH
o AND THOSE WHOSE PRIMARY LANGUAGE 1S_SPANISH APPEAR TO

BENEFIT FROM THE IBI .CURRICULUM IN TMPROVED READING
- - SKILLSl * ¢
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GOAL 7. 'CHIiDREN WILL GAfh READING SKILLS IN SPANISH.

. THE NEEo' The "IB{ program teaches read1ng in Spanish based on-
ar?hts' wishes that ch11dren obta1n the full benefit of

their bllghgual heritage through 11teracy in Spanish as well

as English.

3

-t
~

THE IBI CURRICULUM: IBI uses Aprendiendo a Leer reading series,
_ published by Behavior Research Lab. in Palo Alto. This is a
parallel reading program to thé'Sullivaq Programmed Reading
in English. Itchas,consumable workbook® in which children can
work independentiy~at their own pace, checking their own wdrk
through.the marginal answer column. The teacher moves from
child to—shild 1ntrodu01ug fiew sounds, ask1ng comprehension
questions, and hearing children read aloud as the accuracy of
the child'$ work is checked.. There are only six workbooks
"in the Spanish series (coﬁpared to 23 in English), since
the authors fee1~children can master the basic decoding and
‘'word attack Skllls in Spanlsh much more easlly than in Engllsh .
. because the sound-symbol system is much more consistent than”
it.is in English. . . N .
. IBI deVeloped its own Primer to teach the prereadlng
skills and 1ntroduce a set of, beginning sounds which the
P child can use to learn blendlng skills needed for work1ng
1n_thé Aprendlen oya Leer readlng'serles . The need to develop -
these currlculum mater1a1s delayed full implementation of a
'Spanlsh read1ng program 1n the IBI prOJect until the 1977-78
program year . The “IBI. pr1mer is called Comenzando a Leer.
ft-is a direct 1nstructlon approach taught from a teacher
~presentatlon book W1th the teacher modellng and requiring
children to give "group responses, then individual ‘responses

" to check mastery. It is programmed with new ma;grial intro-
5

‘duced gradually with continuous reView of what been

learned before. _ AR .
\

¢ , i . -t \ » )
PROGRAM RESULTS: Building up a project norm group‘based on pretest
scores of children entering at dlfferént ages requ1res time

52




RS

¥
po4

\~ N 47

to build up the basellne data to numbers suff1c1ent for statis-
tical analysis. ' Ag there are no meaningful norms from an

‘.external.group to use as a measure of expected progress by

prOJect children, the reading program in Spanish does not yet
have sufficient test data for analy51$. ‘

A i Tox Provided by ERIC
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GOAL 8. CHILDREN NEED TO LEARN MORE OF THEIR CULTURAL HERITAGE.
/ "

THE NEED: The need for this instruction is Rased'on-‘a philosophical_
position held by the families served by the program that having

. children appreciate-a multicultural society fs a‘useful educa- -

@

tional goal.
' .
THE IBI CURRICULUM: The dally .schedule in an IBI program 1nvolves
one or more -periods of time in which chlldren are free to
select an act1v1ty of their choice. Teachers prepare materlals
) and plan act1v1t1es from wh1ch the child may choose, an at
- least two of the choices" avallable each week will 1nvol e, some-
th1ng related to "cultural her1tage § In addltlon, oncel a ~
week, or once eVery other week (depending upon avallable trme
as this‘ls a released time or after school procram for_c ildren,
of school age) an academic Iearning period is replaced by a
teacher planned’ cultural heritage activity in whlch all chitdren
participate. The project has prepared a book g a reference

-

source on activities related to the Mexican culture (available-:
to other programs if they wish to purchaseit). 1In addition it = .
has preparéd klts with materials and act1v1ty ideas related to .
many world- cultures (Chlnese New Year, Danlsh Chrlstmas, etc.) .,

. which have not been reproduced for general dlstributlon Klts.
have also been prepared in reference to U. s. holldays and 4&
traditions. However, the use of this scheduled. time is 2
generally a matter of teacher ch01ce and no particular content
"is mandated. o Yoo o L ’

- The IBI program uses adult paraprofessionals‘from the saﬁe"
cufgtural group as the children served as its teachlng staff | o
a33;§0n51ders thls to be the main source of helplng children

. have a dense of cultural 1dent1ty and tole models wx{hln their

.own cultures. Recognizing that the songs and dances, holiday

traditions, etc¢. represent only the "trappings" of culture, IBI.
A

- -

. frelt that since 1t was allocatlng time to familiarize chlldren
with these "trapp;ngs it should measure whether there was any
yield to the time spent. Available teqps dealing with cultural
knowledge seemed to be mostly geared to older chlldren who .
approached gultural enrlchment in a social studles sense-—lessons .

. - \J

<
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;boutxhistory, herbes, etc. For children preschool through
th%rd gradé this eeemedtﬁxnabstracb. The project therefore
'developed its own test (BMHS Test of ¢ultuial Concepts) .
' The test measufes knowledge of U. S. and Mexican cuplture

‘ through clothing and fqod;'soggs, danpes'and gamee, and
holidays which have partiCulan,meanfnd“for young children.
Detall on the test content, and va11d1ty and rellablllty data -
related to 1ts°use: is glven in Appendlx B.

-

. 2 y
v " M 3

PROJECT RESULTS: Flgure 9 whlch follows, and Tablelo in th Tech— ~‘
nical Appendix,. document the galns made by chlldne% 1n acqulrlng
. the knowledge of culture measured by this test.

The superlorlty of chlldren tested after either 100 or 200+

’days in the b111ngual program over the project norm group
(cumulatlve @retest scores) is statistically significant.
Most of the gain appears withifi the first 100 days although
at'every,age‘leve; there is centinued gain so that the. mean

., scores ‘after 200 days are in all cases higher. The program,

s . .
therefore, appears to produce a measurable gain in knowledge

on cultural concepts.

” I3
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 SCQRES ON BMHS TEST|OF
. CULTURAL| CONCEPTS
Bilingual A ‘
200+ days 3
attendance 3god.

[

- .

P

e ) '30 L

‘ ,Bilingual
'100 days 4
attepdante
25.—4—
- ‘
Project . .
' nOIM group 20 e . -*
" .‘Z..
- 15 : -
AGE: 3 - 4 . 5 6-7 - 8-9

*Scores given “are correct answers out of 44-item test. The
superiority’ of the bilingual 100 and 200+ day attendance groups' «
scores over the preject norm group of’ the same age is Statlstlcally
significant beyond the .01 level.  Statistical detail is shown in
Table 101n thé Technical Appendix. , = =~ . -

IFIGURE 9 "MEAN RAW SCORES ON THE.BMHS TEST OF CULTURKL CONCEPTS
. BY AGE AND ATTENDANCE PERIOD. ‘

TO SUNMARIZE' THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 9: SR
.1, EACH PERIOD OF. ATTENDANCE IN THE 1Bl PROGRAM PRODYCES -A
7" GREATER KNOWLEDGE OF CONCEPTS RELATED TO CHILDREN 'S ‘
_BICULTURAL_BACKGROUND: - MOST OF THE GAIN.1S MADE, WITHIN
- THE FIRST. 100 DAYS OF. PROJECT ATTENDANCE. .- .

2, THE BHPERIORITY OF CHILDREN'S.SCORES AFTER EITHER 100
DAYS ATTENDANCE OVER THE SCORES: OF - CHILDREN
TESTED BEFORE, EXPOSURE TO THE PROGRAM IS STATISTICALLY
SIGNIFICANT, AT EACH" AGE LEVEL,

»
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. GOAL 9. CONTINUITY CHILDREN* WILL EXCEED COMPARISON GROUP. 51
® s - : , _ -
THE NEED The IBI program has ‘a mobile componen% which was designed

to prov1de continuity of educational inhstruction from: one loca- -

tion to the nekt for children who must moye during the school

-~

year because the parents follow the crops. Such moves make it
:dlfflcult for migrant children to- learn basic SklllS such as -
, reading and math because the approach may be very different
p from one school to the negt;refultlng in confu51onr Each"
curriculum has a dlfferent organlzatlon so the child may miss
' concepts that are essential to later understandlng ‘Many areas
to which the chrldren move do not have a large resident popu-
lation who are spanfsh speaking, and therefore are not‘ prepared
to offer blllngual instruction. The child has the anxiety

involved in adjusting to a new school, new teachers, wh1ch

lmpedes learning. Schools may choose not to "use up" expensive

workbooks for a chlldaexpected to attend.six to eight weeks, -
‘so utilize less convenient and less attractlve dittoed
materials. At each site it takes ‘pime f& placement, "assign-
ment of mater1als, organlzatlonal tasks, tests and paperwork
All of these constitute the hardshlps of acqulrlnq an education
in-a famlly following the crops which represent the need for

an alternatlvegapproach N

'

-

THE IBI PROGRAM._ One component of the IBI progect is the "mobile

£

component .In thls component children in the south Texas - .

) 4 town of La Grulla are surveyed to see what northérn locatiens
thelr famllles expect to move to during the migrant season.

»{adtlts from migrant families going to an area where a, cluster

. .of chllﬁren will be going’are then recruited as teachers 1n

‘ the mobile component During ‘the winter months the teachers

R are tra1ned and they provide 1nstruct10n in the year-round

center at the Texas site. = | B R

When the migration is about to becln, the staff "31te

coordlnator" travels north and lines up facilities for the

. — *Continuity children are project children in the mobile compo-
© +  nent of'IBI who were enrolled both in Texas and in one of more
northern’ locatlons under mobile teachers who moved w1th them from

site tq site.

ERIC- .~ .
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preschool age chlldren if no logai programs exist. If there
are local programs e1ther th£*51te coordinator or another )
of the'administrative st f wqrks out a cooperative agreement
whereby the mobile i&aff will be assigned'to\assist in the
local program 1n‘p€turn for released time during the morning
to continue thé blllngual instruction of the children being
followed ﬁfym Texas. Similar contacts are made with the
schools” Often the cooperating northern school will “assist
by assxgn;ng all chlldren 1n the IBI program to the same

school location and working with teachers to allow released
time so children may continue the bilingual 1nstructlon under
the mobile teachers for part of their schdol day.. Usually
the schools arrange some space for this instruction as well.
Sometimes the school-age childre must be taught in the labor
camp areas where the gamllles live in the evenlng or after

«

- Most of the teaching staff from the La Grulla site do

" relocate. to the north for part.of each year--some.movimg to

more than one locatlon in the north before returning to Texas.
All- of the’ tra1n1ng and administrative stdff also relocates
for part of the year--staggerlng the time they are gone in
order to prov1de ongolng superv151on of both the moblle compo-
nent , sites (whlch are scattered in the north) and the Texas

prograrm wh1ch continues for a small proportlon of the chlldren
€

w

The mobile component ‘is experimentally small--normally
1nvolv1ng 60 to 90 chlldren and a dozen or so staff members.,
At the .same time in some. .years it has succeeded in following
as many as 75% of the children who leave La Grulla.with thelr ;
-families following the crops. It prov1des-the advantage of
continued bilingual instruction for these children as an addition\
to the schooling they receive throﬁghfthe schools in migrant
host communities. It enables them to follow the instgructional
sequence of the IBI'cur?Tzhlum wherever they left off (and )
special mastery tests keyed to all "areas of the IBI curriculum
are used to discover- materlal they may have forgotten and need
to review after an absence). Children have familiar -teachers

3 M A
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" were in klndifzarten through third grade from a neighboring
* community to La

-

. 53

for a least part of the day to bridge the anx1et1es of

changlng séhools. Through the IBI curriculum chlldren
follow .one program approach 1n baslc skills subjects for ) ~
part of the day which makes lt less 1mportant that the
changing programs offered by the schools they attend may
leave gaps and dlscontlnultles. A ‘
The ed@Gcational program uses the same materials and
teaching methods.desggibed elsewhere in this evaluation.

.
< , A

PROJECT RESULTS: The "continuity" group of children were Spanish

dominant school-age children from the mobile”%bmponeht who

'had been enrolled in the S%ogram both in Texas and in‘one ’

Or more northern locations, and who had been in the IBI
program for at least 200 days. The comparison group children

Grulla, Texas. Children in the comparison’

:group were Spanlsh dominant, had appr0x1mately the same socio- -

economlc level as IBI project chlldren, and came from famllles
which migrated each year in order to do seasonal farm work.
In maklng this spe01al study 1n reference to the moblle compo- ¢

nent the factor of mlgratlon is .held constant - only IBI : .

project children th migrated were tested, ‘only qombarrson
gkoup children who migrated were tested.
Figure 10 shows the vocabulary ‘scores in Spanish and in

“English for the two groups. The IBI continuity chlldren

”

achieve a small superiority 1n Spanlsh at each grade level. - N

In Engllsh the IBI contlhulty chlldren ach1eve a great superiority
over the comparlson gro@ip with the gap w1den1ng at each grade
level ~By the third grade 1§ will be obserwved that thé mean
score in English achieved by the children is only slightly
below their score in Spanish. . - ‘ ; . .

The superiority of the IBI continuity group in English
is statistically significant at every gra&e level over the
scoresagf the coméarison group. The superiority of the IBI
continuity group in Spanish is not sufficient to be statistically

Sff However, the fact that the children in the IBI # .

bilingual program have maintained and imprgved their Spanish -

. . N

significan

*
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at the same time they haveé greatly imprdved their English
is 1mportant in view of ‘tHe controversy pover "malntenance
avs. "transitional" blllngual programs An underlying’ assump—
tion’ in thls.controversy‘seems to be.that'maintainlng Spanish
* skills must‘necessarily detract from the acquisition of
English skills. The flndlngs in ‘the! IBI p ect do not

support this assumption. ) /;}CJ

Figﬁre ll.compares the continuxty and the comparison "
group in their math andfreading'sqores In every grade level
in both-math and read1ng the superlorlty of the IBI continuity
group is’ statistically s1gn1f1cant beyond the .001 level
(€.g., the poss1b111ty that this_ -much dlfference would. occur
by chance less than l in 10007.

The mean standird scores in math and reading are reported
under the grade columns in the graph. These allow the com-
parison of both’ groups - to natlonal norms. On this test a

v - mean of 100 'is used and scores of -from 90 to 109 represent

-~

.an average range in reference to the national’ norm“group “ The
mlgrant chlldren 1n the comparlson group have scores far

below the average range 1n readlng in English, and slightly
below the ‘average range. 1n mathemat;cs, a subject in which
language is less of a factor The IBI project children have
scores within-the average range in+both subjects In mathe-~-
matics the1r scores run above the national mean in k1ndergarten
and first grade, probably reflecthg the participation of the
chifdren in the academac preschool program. Because of the
preschool program children haVe been able to acquire English
skills- before reach1ng schggl age, and to malntaln pace with
other chlldren from the maJorlty.oulture and lahguage in
learnlng to read. <AS must be expected the scores in read1ng
in English of both groups closely parallels their scores in
Engllsh vocabulary. These f1nd1ngs would seem to support the
_expansiop of bilingual programs 1nto the preschool years, S0
the child starts with a reasonable&language faclllty and |

isn't playing_catchup in thé academic subjects that depend

on English (e.g.,‘Englisn language arts).

~
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' ‘ SPANISH SCORES gq ' ‘ 35

) ) ENGLISH SCORES
< i 60-1- '60..‘ 1
’ . 56*
.. 504 5017
— | b T Co ' 44
" Bilingual L - ' ?
"Continuity" 40 4 * ’ . . .
:  Group A 0 -} ~ 49#? : 3§J
b |} 304 30
‘oooooooooodo ‘ . R ..°.
/ Comparlson .
. Group _ 20 . . . 20¢
104 . ' ) }0+
0 SRRREEE Y 0
GRADE: kK 1 . 2 ° .3 2 3
F . )
. *The superlorlty of thlS score over the comparison group is

. 51gn1f1cant beyond the .001 level. Statlstlcal detail is shown
in Table'llin.the Technical Appendix. -

ORM B PANISH AND FORM NGLISH FOR [
- .. : CONTINUITY MIGRANT CHILDREN AND LOMPARISON GROUP
- MIGRANT CHILDREN, BY GRADE LEVEL, ' ' '

TO SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 10: ¢

‘ 1. IBI CONTINUIEY .GROUP CHILDREN HAVE HIGHER MEAN SCORES
S IN BOTH SPANISH -AND IN ENGLISH THAN COMPARISON GROUP

« FI6URE 10 PEAN RAw SCORE ON PEABEDY P CTURE VOCABULARY EST,

A

A THE IBI GROUP SUPERIORITY IS. STATISTICALLY SIGNfFICANT
IN ENGLISH VOCABULARY; IT 1S NOT STATISTICALLY SIGNIFI-
~ CANT IN SPANISH, IT INDICATES, HOWEVER; THE IBI CHILDREN
. HAVE MAINTAINED AND IMPROVED THEIR SPANISH AT THE SAME
TIME ‘THAT THEY HAVE GREATLY IMPROVED THEIR ENGLISH SKILLS,

CHILDREN; AT EVERY GRADE LEVEL. - o




- - READING
30~ .o

28+

#;3 = : 24+
éﬁé ' . 224

Bilingual 204~
"Continuity" .
Group 18+

-

. 164

ssc0s00De00e ‘141-
. Comparison’’ »
Group 124

10t
. 8¢ * 4 < o 5%

-~ 4 » .
"GRADE'LEVEL: K 1 2 3 R ¢ 1 2 3
Cqntinuity Group: 404* 111* -98* 98 * 90 *- - 94* ~ 95%* . gg¥
Comparison Group:. 77 88 - 89 186 : 76 77 © 29 . 18
Standard Scores - : .
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same grade level is statlstlcally significant beyond the .001 level.
Statlstlcal detail is shown 1n Table 12in the Technical Appendlx

’FIGURE ll MEAN RAW SCORES AND STANDARD SCORES ON ?ATH AND RTQDING
SUBTESTS OF ‘THE WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT [EST, FOR
CONTINUIT™ GROUP CHILDREN AND €OMPARISON GROUP; BY
GRADE LEVEL; .

,TO SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS IN FIGURE 1m: -

1. At EVERY GRADE LEVEL THE IBI CONTINUITY GROUP IS SUPERIOR
N BOTH MATH AND READING TO THE COMPARISON GROUP CHILDREN.
N EVERY CASE THE SUPERIORITY IS. LARGE ENOUGH TO BE STATIS-'
TICALLY AND EDUCATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT.

2. BASED ON A STANDARD SCORES MEAN of 100, wiTh 90 To 109 ‘
CONSIDERED AN AVERAGE RANGE OF SCORES IN TERMS OF NATIONAL

4 NORMS, THE SCORES OF THE CONTINUITY GROUP ARE WITHIN THE
_ - . NORMAL RANGE. AT EVERY GRADE LEVEL FOR BOTH MATH AND: READING..
4 MATH SCORES IN THE EARLY GRADES ARE ABOVE THE.NATIONAL MEAN.

A 3. THE MEAN STANDARD SCORE IN READING INCREESES WITH EACH GRADE
S LEVEL, ROUGH#Y PARAibELING THE GAINS IN ENGLISH SKILLS
REPORTED IN FIGURE ' :
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INSTRUCTIONAL COMPONENT

-
;

-

_'PROCESS GOAL 1.10. TEACHERS WILL FOLLOW APPROPRIATE SCHEDULES.

ks
A4 ° v—-
L] < -

THE NEED: 1In order to meet instructﬁonal objectives, it is
nécessary to assure- that all subject areas are included in.the
teachlng program for at least a m1n1mum period of.instructjon

PN

time. . - -

PRoCESS' IBI follows a schedule checklist indicating the curriculum
areas that must be taught, minimum time periods, and requlre-
ments related to order to schedullng so that child choice
~act1V1ty perlod can, be maX1mally effectlve in reinforcing effort
maﬂe during academic learning periods. Resource trainers '
monitor this at each site, and assist in mak;ng changes if
.grouping needs to be different, building restrictions change,
etc. The checklists are forWarded to the evaluator, as documen-
tation of this processAbeing carried out. )

. 1 . 3

FINDINGS: Resource tralners reported that schedules meeting. m1n1mum

requlrements were carried out! at €ach site. Not all documen-

tatjon was forwarded to the evaluator, none at all from one
51te, so this goal is reported as "met," but only partlally

. documented. ’ . . : -
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PROCESS GOAL 1.1l ‘ TEACHERS WIAL USE APPROVED CURRICULUM.

-
“

THE NEED: The achievement of instruction objectives reqwires
utilization of the specified'curriculum materials, or an

approved substltute, for each academic area. -

PO o N )

%

PROCESS: IBI utilized a Qeekly curricalum progress report form.
" This specifie the‘ehd of week placement of e3ch child in each
curricuium area and is filled out by the teacher and sent to
- the evaluatorawho malntalns a tracking system for each enrolled
child. This report also descrlbes activities in the cultural
area where there is no presequenced curriculum. These reports
documen thia proceés‘ebjective‘on,use of approved curriculum.
_Thexlare alsoaused‘to.trigger mastery testing, to give a“place-
ment for'a child after a move, to monitor child prdgrees and
repori to trainers; e. g;, the detailed trackiﬁg of <hild pro-
_gress is anressentlal management tool in the 1mplementat10n '
-of. the program. ~ '
o
FINDING%: There jjs documentation of the progress in the specified-
‘ curriculum for each project child. The. specified curriculum
i$ being fully implemented at all'sites. ' -

»
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PROCESS GOAL 1.12.

THE NEED:

PROCESS:

¢ .FINDINGS :

59

<

TEACHERS WILL USE APPROVED TEACHING METHODS.

In addition to following the approved curriculum and
schedule, IBI feels' that 1nstruct10nal objectives will only

be met if approved teach1ng methods are used.

The project utilizes positive reinforcement classroom

management procedures. After the teacher completes the in-

service tra1n1ng un1ts on how to use these methods, the
maintenance of these skills is mon1tored through use of moni-
‘These are based.on actual observat1on of
»

toring instruments. .
. s

teaching; some” are timed@.and all have a criteria for- passage.
If a monitoring uniE is not passed, thé trainer reviews
whatever .parts of the original tra1n1ng,seem to be needed and
does another mon1tor1ng Observation untllzthe teacher meets

the cr1terlx on the 1nstrument

N
7

Trainers at all three s1tes have made regular use of
monltorlng tra1n1ng un1ts, and over 80% of-ail teachers

to have completed the requlslte training" un1ts) have passed J
.

.~one/ or more monitoring observations.

/
/
!
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STAFF ‘DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT” ‘
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GOAL 2.1 TEACHERS WILL MASTER IN-SERVICE TRAINING'UNiTS.

s w

. \ ‘ ) - N

THE NEED: In the IBI program(the only\teachers working directly

with the children-are trained paraprofessionals—-parents and

. relatives of the children served. ' . S

There were special reasons for designing a program that’

. could be taught effectively by preViously untrained bilingual
adults. One was the shortage of available bilingual certified
staff in the northern states (two year-round sites are located .
in Connell and Moses Lake, Washington) The other was the
design of the mobile component, which was to utilize the only
consistent -adults found in the life of the mobile‘migrant

~child'(hi"s'family and relatives) as teachers in a ‘program
that would move, following the’child, Previous attempts had

~

been made to ‘recruit-certified bilingual teachers for such a,
mobile educational effort and\this wasﬂalmost entirely unsu
cessful " The professional teachers were reluctant to move '
their own families during’the school year. They dld not like
the housing shortages and life in general in-the remote rural
areas to which the migrants moved, and they were sufficiently
in demand’because of the general ‘shortage of bilingual teachers
that'they'didn't have to-work under these trying conditions,
.and would not unless paid real bonus wages which made the*® -
entire effort unfeasible in terms f cost. Adult members of . €

—~ children's own families were Willing to endure the hardships Nl
- Sf the migration, -and their concern for the children s educa-
tion stemmed from their own experiences trying to. acquire an

education desplte constant moving. This made them caring -

_teachers, and with training most _became .very skillful»teachers.
’ Since these adult bilingual paraprofessionals had dimited

) academic background (high school or G.E.D. at best), and no e

pyevious experience in teaching, they needed intensive and .

very focused training to enable them to quickly*acquire the )

skills of teaching., o ' ..o
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.. . . 6
It should nqt be noted that since IBI became part of the

national diffusign network, a number of other school districts

.have adopted parts of the IBI program.(curriculum and trainingf

These districts are using-.the usual éomblnatlons of professiqQnal
teachers and aides, - and the training has been very much praised
py the certified staff who»have taken it. In other words, ‘it

is specific and thorough enough to use with an untfained parent

or aide, but the professional staff have found it equally

useful. - ‘ ) -
’ . o ° *
o

\/ . *W .

" THE TRAINING PROCESS. All of the tralnlng units were developed by

1

the IBI program, and *have by now been extens1vely field tested
and revised repeatedly There are usually two to three for

each currlculum area, plus generai classroom management Lo N
training. There is one ' orlentatlon“ unlt which hits the '
hlghllghts of all theé others and enables the new IBI teacher’ )
to begln teachlng immediately wifh the "fine points" of teachlng 1

coming later through the in-seavice tralnlng in each area.

(In some short term migrant centers which have adopted
the IBI program, this orientation unit has been useful Because
these programs do not last long- enough—gor the full rtraining
program. The orlentatlon unit section highlights ‘the most 6
1mportant skllls and the adoption. sites have used the sections *
that go w1th whlchever curr{culum components they have .adopted.
IBI considers this. .an "adaptatlon" rather than an adoption;
however careful monltorlng of results-in the first such site
indicate the training and‘cﬁrriculumbmere effective even in
this ' "quick and. dlrty" .version.) ' . : . T

.Each training unit begins with demonstratlon éImltatlon
was foundcto be the most time effective way for teachers to
acqqlre teachlng téechniques:) The discussion guides that go

with the demonstration are programmed with feedback Juestions

Eﬁesigned t6é check the :understanding of the participants. A

Trainer's Gnide for each unit gives_suggestions on how tQq
demonstrate, and the answers to the feedbacf questions in . "
the discussion guides used by the trainees

(At other sites which have adopted the IBI currlculum and

training, the initial training with demonstration is given at

87— ..
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the adoption siée by IBI staff, Subsequently IBI tra1ns o
someone at the local site in how to’ take over .this phase 8 L
of the tra1n1ng for .purpose of tralnlng replacement personnel.)
The second phase' of the tra1n1ng is completlon of class-y¢

. room observatlon forms recording how the teacher trainees ‘
actually performed the teaching techniques. Feedback is
glven after observatlon Usually two to three observations -;
per teacher are required before all teaching skllls can_be .
conslstently demonstrated. N At that point a checkllst is e
filled out llstlng the skills the teacher is able to demonstrate
;The checklist states the criteria for considering the tra1n1ng .t

‘to be passed

FINDINGS IBI set as a standard that the teachers should be able’
to complete and pass one tra1n1ng unltuevery twd months (based
on-avallable tra1ner t1me, and tak1ng into .account, the - time .
needed to practice skllls in between the observatlons) This
goal was met at one Washington state s1te (5/6 teachers cOmpleted
'thls much tra1n1ng) " At the Texds s1te, wh1ch 1ncludes the b

" mobile component, 10/13 teachers met the traln;ng schedule.
At the other Washington -state site none (0/8) of the teachers
completed the number of training units needed to meet . the e
pro;ect goal. Fortunately this site had a numbeér of experlenced
staff carrled over fr earlier years so that the lack of new *

tra1n1ng in the current year has notabeen as cr1trcal°to the -
k2

. operatlon of the center as 1t.@ould pave been with entirely f-
-new staff This' project goal-was considered to be’ "partially *
met.". ° ‘A“ri‘_ "‘*;d\\_/z/”\<\\f oo i}

. ) R DR L R O .
. . [ &) . o S . <>

GOAL 2.2.. .STAFF WILL CONTINUE ACADEMIC TRAINING. L

N L
. .
. @ °

THE NEED: = The bilingual'adults'hired .as eachers for the 1BI program

e,

2

1Y
.

usually have at most a h1gh school e ucatlon About one/thlrd . a_'

" have less than a hlgh school or G.E.D. background when employed
+ As many prove to be gifted teacpers, the progect has attempted
"to provide an opportunity for continued. academlc work at the* '~
college level which could lead to full profes51onal status

83" 5
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'GOAL'2.3. TRAINING STAFF WILL RECEIVE TRAINING.

. o © 63
ACADEMIC TRAINING PROCESS: The projéct manager and educaticnal

director have shared responsibility for obtaining arrange-
ments with agenciés_offering G\E.D. courses, orlcolleges in
the area of IBI sites, offerin

extension type classes that

. can be taken to the area where [the programs are offered. 1In
the past Columbia Basin Colleg
presented by IBI and-approved t

approved the course content
instructors.for the courses
(IBI staff members) and issued cre Under this program
‘several staff members received their one year cert1f1cates

and some came close to the two year degree status. In Texas

a project bus took several staff members on an 80—mile round
trip to take college extension courses The colleges cooperated
by changing the time schedules to allow teachers to complete

. the courses before the time of the annual m1gratlon north.
. "

FINDINGS: The academic continuation program’was not implemented

in the last program year. Negot1atlons for a' new academic
program have been carried out,. and some Wash1ngton state staff
have attended a program under T1tle I sponsorsh1p for college
couises Some G E.D. classes were held- at the Washington

3 state sites. This effort has been cons1derably short of the

project goal that 80% of full tlme staff could participate in.

- such continued tralnlng, and the goal is therefore reported

-

T as part1ally.met "

THE'NEED The IBI tra1n1ng mater1als and methods requlre speciflc .
or1entatron of tra1n1ng staff to develop necessary background
and skills. 3. : - ;

~ -

t ©

TRAININ&‘APPRGACH- IBI: has developed two tra1n1ng units to orien
a new tfainer to the project currlculum and tralnlng'matégigis, :
and to develop skllls in demonstnatlon, observ1ng, andlcon-
ferencing tra1nees "It has developed one monltorlnggunlt

Which is used to réview the knowledge and training skills of

o ‘
an exper1enced tralner to see 1f they are. adequate 1n all
;curriculum areas. &, T /)

v ¢ ' o S
) :
:
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The flrst ‘trainer unit is a. background unit to evaluate +
the tra1ner s knowledge of the rationale and conterit of all

of the cqrrlculum and training materlals, and is evaluated

with a quiz. The second tra1n1ng unlt and the monitoring:

unit are performance 1nstruments evaluatlng the trainer's
ability to demonstrate teaching techniques, take observations
(obtaining inter—observer reliability), and do effective con-
ferencing. ﬁacn has a criterion performance level specified -

. in the instrument.

e FINDINGS: 1IBI had only one new trainer hired during the 1977-78

program. The, trainer training units were carried out with
this trainer. However, for reasons of health the trainer

~—— . resigned before completion of the trainer training process:

A replacement had not yet been hired at the end of the program

year. : :' - .
The.experienced trainers were nmomitored. Reliability

on the training instruments was obtainedIWith all trainers B

one‘or more times during the year. Bec3iuse the one new tra1ner

; - did not .pass, the trainer units within tht six month perlod

specified in the project goal, this goal is reported "partially '

.

met." . ' ~ . s

PROCESS GOAL 2.4. STAFF PROVIDE APPROPRIATE TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES ..

e

Y

THE NEED: To meet the project's training goals, the resource
- trainers @nd staff trainers must provide in-service training’
throughout the year, and the Project Manager or Educdational

. Director arrange college and 6.E.D. opportunities.

RN
~

PROCESS: The IBI resource trainers are responsible for developing

training materials and orienting staff trainers in their ) 4

usage; The trainers are reéuired to provide in-service
training and mon1tor1ng, and 1n the past have pr9v1ded course
work leading to académic cred1ts The Progect Manager,
asslsted by the, Educatlonal Director and on-site staff,
arranges G.E. D. cdurses and handles arrangements and paper bt

work for college 7ourses and credits. ‘ -

~ . 70

64
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FPINDINGS: The .resource trainers had a prolific year in revision 65

. : and‘developme%% of .needed training matekials--partly in res- .
\ ponse 'to the need to have these material "qisseminétion
feady"‘for the use of bther‘school districfs wanting to adopt
parts of the IBI program for local use. Thé resource
“ tréiners also carried out internal project responsibilities
for training of tﬁe new trainer and monitoring the skills
of the~e§perienced tréineréﬁ The trainers at two sites
Carried out the full program of in-service training. At the
other site seven of the eight teachers received in-service
training, but the séhedu}e of training activities was les's
than‘the pfoject‘g‘al. The project manager was unable to
-- . arrange the academic training opportunities at the college
level ,-but assisted iﬁ working out cooperation with another
T érogram'for some staff'to$take college work; and, helped set
up G.E.D. training opportunities %or staff that needed it.
Thr§-go§l‘;s therefore reported to have been "partially met."

~
‘ ! - ~ ¢
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PARENT AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT COMPONENT

~

.
7

; GOAL 3.1. FAMILIES AND.COMMUNITY MEMBERS PARTICIPATE IN PROGRAM
- ) MANAGEMENT.

THE NEED: -+In qrder to maintain program operations to best meet
the needs of the participants, and integrate the resources of - ,
. the community, families and community members need to be
involved in program dec1s10n making.
THE~INVOLVEMENT PROCESS :. There’is an organized parent/community
advisory group at each of the'three IBI, sites. A
. In Conndll and- Moses Lake, Washington, all the parents
. of children enrolled in the program are.members. They, 1n
turn, elect officers as well as official representatives of
_the community . Eagh group has written bylaws and meets
approx1mately monthly throughout the year
.+ In Texas the parents group chose’ .to 1ncorporate..
,1 Instead of officers they elect a five-member board made up
of parents and members of he community, with the project
‘educational director serving ‘as its executive officer. . Their
“purposé .in incorporating as  the: "La:Grulla Migrant Coop" was
Vo ’ to have a group which could legally apply for .grant funds
for related programs. During the ‘mobile phase when La .Grulla
+ residents have mostly all moved north to various locations
doing seasonal farm work,,if official business needs to be
- taken up, the educational director and/or site coordLnator
for the Texas site contacts board members by telephone gnd '
bus1ness‘as conducted. in this manner.
-, - In addition to, the five-member board, however, the Texas
s1te holds generai meetings -of parents in order to discuss
¢« center operationsg proposals, etc. ‘During the northern phase
when,mobile centers ‘are operating at,temporary sites the
site«coordinator may hold'a series of meetings at.the labgr.“
icamps or at the centers where IBI children~are served; o
In order for parents to have in}ormation on the project

from which to make decisions all staff report to thé parent .

- . '
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'groups. Each published evaluation is submitted to parent/ §7 '
community advisory groups for review. The trainer and some
teachers as .well a% the site coordinator usually attend all -
meetings to report on how the program is doing. Usually

once or twice during the year some teachers will do a curri-
culum demonstration for the parents, and sometimes videotaped
lessons are shown. The project manager is respons1ble for,
submitting outlines of plans that would go 1nto proposals for
advisory. group discussion and reV1ew prior to submission of

any funding proposal.

Parents 7in the IBI prbgram'have more than an advisory
re;ationshfp to the program. A personnel committee of parents
and staff screens and recommends teachers, cooks, and other
support. personnel to be hired. Although the board of the
administering school district has the final authority on
hiring, the personnel recommendations have always been honored
so that in fact the parent committee has a primary role in
hiring. The parent groups are able to earn rather substantial
funds (several thousand dollars over the years) through voucher
payment for' volunteer serv1ces,.and have sole authority over
use of parents' funds. Parent groups discuss and’ approve -
Qroposals’for funding. The different,sites°have embarked on
a«number’of projects for benefit of members.

~ - b

FINDINGS: The Connell and Moses Lake, Washington sites held monthly
meetings’ throughout the year, except for the summer months of

e July and August. ConnelLAheid a number of extra meetings
during the Spring months‘of 1978 because parents were'invblbed
in making decisions about the grounds around thelr new .pre-
school center, and plannlng for money ra1s1ng events W1th which
to buy a fence. Gtulla Texas held four _parent meetlngs during

-the_w;nterghome—base—per%eéT—and four meetings during the

mlgratlon period. As usual in the'north it was necessary to
hold separate meetings at different labor camps in order for

A . 4 .

-

- parents to attend .
The following content analysis indicates that parents
.were active in decision making at each site in at least four .

of the five policy making areas specified in the project goal.
’ ’ . .

-
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‘MOSES LAKE:

k]

TABLE 1

68

fair.

(b) _Re?iew proposals
MOSES LAKE: 10/77 Dis-
cuss and approve Title
VII proposal. 3/78\,
Discuss and approve
URRD prop.

Personnal actions

MOSES LAKE: No screening
during program year. -

Site had held screening -

in 6/77 and accepted
candidates for current
and future vacanc1es
Staff was hired from
this list.

(d)

MOSES LAKE:
to use of funds for
security windows, toys,
sheets, blankets, aprons
for children. 11/77
Plan for Christmas gifts
to be bought. '

12/77 Dis-
cuss annual evaluation
report, parent group
president to respond ‘in
writing to, evaluator.
3/77 Plan which parents
will participate‘in

annual evaluation visits.

6/78 Agree .

for parents' time,' .
use of pickups, etc.
to move to new center.

CONNELL: 10/77 Dis-
cuss and approve Title
VII proposal (Spanish
and English). 3/738
Discuss and approve
URRD proposal.

CONNELL: 9/77 Screen
candidates for coak
position, hire one.

CONNELL: 4/78 Plans
for raising money for
fence and landscaping:
5/78 Committees .for
dinner, money, for
fence. 6/25 Discuss
parent donations for
fund.

CONNELL 12/77 Dis-~

. CONTENT ANALYSIS OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES
(a) Organlzatlon matters (voting’for officers, meeting time,

parent group activities; etc.)
MOSES LAKE: 3/78 Elect CONNELL: 2/78 Disc. TEXAS: 10/77 (Grulla)
officers. 10/77 Plan replacement. of vice Report on replacement
Thanksgiving and Christ- president. 11/77 of Board member. 4/78
mas programs. 7/78 Plan Plan for Christmas (Basin City, WA) Dis-
for taking children to fiesta. 11/77 Plan cuss helping members

utilize clidic, employ-
ment offices.

. )

TEXAS: 10/77 Discuss
and approve Title VII
proposal. -

TEXAS: (at Grulla)

9/77 Three trainees
selected.

Discuss plans to "obtain funds, or use parent funds

TEXAS ‘(at Grulla)
10/77 Discuss using
parent funds“™for
building.

'y

-

Dlscu551on of educational program and evaluatlon of progress

TEXAS : (at Basin Clty)

¢uss annual evaluation, 4/78 Change morning

president to respond.
6/78 Parents visit
centers, submit eva-
luations.

opening time to 4 a.m.
5/78 (at Eltopia Camp)
discuss time of bus
service to' program.
6/78 (at Basin City)

‘¢ discuss possibility of

mobile center going to
Oroville when famil;es
move.




GOAL 3.2. PARENTS PARTICIPATE IN PROGRAM EVALUATION.

~

.
THE NEED: In order for the prodgram to remain responsive to the
7 needs of the famllles it serves, parents need to have infor-
mation about the program and prov1de feedback evaluation and
" .. suggestions to program staff. )
. ‘ «- , = “"’
THE INVOLVEMENT PROCESSt Parents are involved two Wa§slin program
evaluation. The published evaluations_are'sent~to the chair-
‘man.of each parent group and these are discussed at parent '
meetings. i
During the'year at each site a committee of parents is
‘chosen'to visit the program and receive an on-site report
on progress and observe operations.: After this visit each
parent completes a written evaluation of the different curri-
.culum areas being taught, making suggestions for .change or
> ’ giving approval. At Grulla, a team of experienced teachers
make home visits to talk about ‘the program and to invite
parents individually to visit the program. During their
visit the same team of teachers explalns the program and
parents are asked to take part in the activities of their
child or children. At the end of the center visit the parent
fills out the written -evaluation form. Some parents who do
not feel comfortable wrltlng the1r comments gave oral evalua~
tions on the different p01nts to the teachers who wrote these
comments for them on the evaluatlon form. 1
This method of sol¥citing parent evaluatlon was developed
so that the paremnts would have specific 1nformat10n about the
s program in ord to evaluate it. It was felt that in this
© way more sped2§;c suggestions would-be made on all aspects
of the program than would be obtained by asking for evaluation

comments -at a general parent meeting.

E
LY
e

33

FINDINGS:L The evaluator received wr1tten parent evaluations from
parents at all sites. Some parents added personal letters -

primarily to praise parts of the program they felt were par-
ticglariy helpful to their children. ‘There“were almost no




e
- . .
. \\ . s
.
‘ .

. 70
suggestions for program change to come out of this process -
in the past year. It does sSeem to have been effective in
giving parents a detailed familiarity with the program. The
presidents of the parent/community advisory groups at the

- o two Washington sites provided writtcen responses to the pro-
gram evaluation. The goal was met at all sites.

.

PROCESS GOAL 3. 3. ’STAFF WILL REPORT TO PARENT/COMMUNITY GROUPS.
}// . THE NEED: [In order for the parent/community advisory bgard to
pakticipate in decis}on making, staff needs to keep them
. informed about, the program through providing'proposals and -
evaluations, and by having staff attend meet1ngs, make reports,
“and maintain outreach contact 1n the communlty‘ ’
. _ .
PROCESS: On-site staff (administrative, training and teachers)
. regularly attend parent/community advisory board meetrngs and
.. l periodically make presentations about various aspects of the
] _ ;program. The s1te coordlnators or other assigned personnel
e ' ' ¢ontact parents and community members about meetings: and
.program needs and children's progress. Priér to proposal
wr1t1ng a summary of plans hlghllghtlng any proposed changes _' ‘.
is d1str1btted (1n Span1sh and Engllsh) and discussed in both
'Spanlsh and in Engl;sh at the meetlngs. Every pr01ect/evalua— i>‘

tion is mailed to the chairman of each advisory group .

FEINDINGS: Mlnutes of parent heetings indicate that staff members
' attended each one. There are f?equent summarles of reports
. \~L .’ that were made about program operations. Letters from the .
chairmen 6f parent groups dopument receipt and approval of
project evaluatlon.' In the judgment of ‘the evaluator, there
was: a substantial effort made- at every.site to involve the
parents and to obtain community particrpation in the project

operation and management. This goal is considered met.

~
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MA]ERI'I_\LS DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT

N >

. GOAL 4.1. STAFF WILL DEVELOP TRAINING UNITS FOR SPANISH‘hEADING

CURRICULUM. _ | ﬂ
1 R L ' \

s ’/\
THE NEED: The IBI pProject has found that in order to adapt pub7

e

lished curriculum materials for use by paraprofessional staff
that fhe procedures for presentation whlch are contained in
teachers' manuals need to be 51mp11f1ed and demonstrated

" through cur}rgulum spec1flc training units.. As.the project

‘ was 1ntroduc1ng its Spanish readlng curriculum in the 1977- 78
program year, the approprlate training instruments for.these
materials needed to be developed.

PROCESS: Thé Relource trainer\drafts'the training‘unit as a four-

part unit: (1) training and discussion guide used in‘initial
preSentatipn; (2) Trginer's guide on how to demonstrate the
teaching techniques, and keys to answers to the feedback ques-
tions ihcluded inthe discussion guide; (3) observation instru--
ment; and (4) checklist with criteria for passage of the
traiﬁing. These materials must'prov}de the teacher with under-
sténding‘of the concepts‘to be presented and demonstrate

The materlals are field tested.at one site by the resource
trainer, and reviséé Af indicated. ‘The -resource trainer then
holds workshops to orient fﬁe trainers at all sites in use of
the tra1n1ng materlals

presvre iy

’

-~

FINDINGS: Because the Spanish reading materials were parallel to

the reading curricuium in English, the Resource .trainer
revised the reading- trarnlng unitg drawing examples from .
both Spanrsh and Engllsh materlals The same tralnlng, there-~
fore, is used for the teaching of either English or Spanish
reading. These materials have»been edited and pubXished and
are ‘dissemination.ready for use by other programs as we}l as

within the IBI project. . . , :
. ’ .
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GOAL 4.2. STAFF WILL DEVELOP MASTERY TESTS GEARED TO SPANISH-
READING ‘ '

72

-~

Al
.

. THE NEED: Because project children frequently miss school during
relocation, the project needs currlculum specific test1ng

N materxials to use for placement in the materials and for .
1dent1fy1ng concepts the- child may have forgotten in an’
absence. The tests also help monitor child progress. From
errors made by the chifdren in the periodic testing, the
trainer. can detect aspects of the curriculum which the °

teachers may not be teaching well and provide specific assis-

tance.~ The Spanish reading curriculum introduéedxﬁn the
197?—78 program year required the development of a specifib
mastery test to fulfill these functions. '
‘0
'PBQCESS: The staff assigned to develop the test reviews the’ -
curriculum selecting key concepts or a sampling of materiai
covered. Test items are prepared and assembled into a test
book which Wlll be used by someone other than the chlld'
teacher tp check mastery Score sheets and 1nstruatlons for
. admlnlsterlng the test make up the final test package:

.

.
FINDINGS: The Spanlsh reading achievement test wag. developed and -

is in use in the IBI program being fleld tested The goal R
was therefore met. . °

13
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GOAL 4.3. STAFF WILL DEVELOP -DESCRIPTIVE MATERIALS FOR
‘ "*  DISSEMINATION. - . o

3

THE NEED: The U, S. Office of Education brings out a publication
4 entitled Educational Programs That Work. This documént lists

L programs that have been ‘found by the Joint Dissemination Review

Panel of USQﬁ to have "credible evidence" that they are
Successfyl in raising the achievement of children they serve.
Programs which meet their criteria are "validated." The
p@lication in which they are described is distributed widely, .

~

h among educational agencies’in am effort to encburage other

districts to find out more about proven educational practices

. . and agppt those that fit their own situatior. IBI was validated

P

o in 1973, although at that time the project title was "Taining

Migrant Paraprdfessionalé in the Bilingual Mini Head Start."
The project name was changed to Individualized Bilingual
Instruction (IBI) bécauSe USQOE felt a shorter, bettef descrip-
tive'title would be helpful to dissemination. ‘

Because of efforts of USOE to draw attention to its
validated pProject, IBI has received many many requests for g
information on every conceivable facet of the program. This

~ - goal was included for the 1977-78 prog;am in an effort to,

develop materials that would describe the program which could.

be sent out in response to such inquiries.

PROCESS: The project director ferwarded to the evaluator the fité
of inqaiflqs and these were tabulated to find the tjbes of

. f;fd}mation sought. From this an oﬁtline of proposed descripg

> tive documén;§ were made up and discussed among staff'for '

N

suégested content. The evaluatqr was assigned writing respon%
sibility with editing help from other staff. .

- L -

A

. '

FINDINGS: ‘This goal was greatly expanded by the project'shapproval
in 1977 as a developer/demonstrater“§roject in the National °,
Diffusion Network. It was necessary to prBduce a Level I

’ awafeness’brdchu;e——describing the program in general tefms.
.Level II awé}eness_materiéls were also ﬁroduced,-a'series of

brochures describing in some detail the components (various .
_ ¢ TG, ' ,

.
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curriculum areas) whlch could be separately adopted by* other
districts. Because the program was selected as one of 21"
projects which USOE wanted to recommend for speclal con51deratlon
by, districts receiving Tltle I or Title I Migrant Grants, it
agreed to participate in a series of regionsi conferences
blanketiné the United States, and to preeent the description
of the program several times at each conference This ’
- necessitated preparatlon of slides, overhead projector plates,

‘and a descriptive presentatlon.

This presentation was varled,

- and was a;so presented at several state meetings set up by .
State Facilitators; e.g., agencies with grants -to disseminate
information about success ful educatlonal practices in their

state. The goal was met.
Also in the interest of dissemination, all of the
evaluations have beem put into the ERIC system, which hds -

made them available through llbrarles. The number of ERIC

publlcatlons about this program are: LN N
-~ ED133133 'ED116870 ED134374 ED116874
c ED114222 . ED116876 ED157642 ED116873
~ ED116868 ED116866 ED152464 ED116872 ’
. ED116871 ED116875

$

ED116869
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MANAGEMENT COMPONENT

75
GOAL 5.1. FOLLOWING CHILDREN AS THEY MOVE.'
THE‘NEED: ‘The IBI mobile.component oﬁfefs a unijque intgﬁstate
delivery system. Teéqher§ relocate with the mig t families

who move from one state to another seeking seasonal agricul-
" tural work. With each relocation éhildren reenroll and the
educational prograh continues. The need for such a delivery
sistem stemé for th$ asiumptrﬁn basic to this,prograﬁ that
an gffect{ve effort to keep migrant children from fdlling
behind in school must provide sérvices in more than one loea-
< . tion since migrant children are never able to.recéivg a full
schoo; year in any one place. There is a need"tq monitor - .
how well the project sﬁccess in following childfen as they

move in the migrang stream.

- o 1

PROCESS: ~ Anticipated travel'pattgrnsqof famifies are checked dufin'
' thé winter. Any replacemgnt tgachers tqaﬁ;ll staff vacancies

are recruitéd from adults*of'faﬁilieé.knowh'to be moving ‘to

an area where there are a cluster ofichildren to bg served.

When migration begiﬂé,'the site coordinator is fesponsible

. for finding teaéhing‘épace in teﬁporarx locations in the north,
and for‘cont?cting families who have moved, recruiting the
children for reenrollment in the program. From the weekly

- progress reports filed by all teachefs'éhe evaluator maintains-

a "flight,patﬁern".bn childrén as they move from site to site.’
FINDINGS: , Eleven teachers-froﬁ-Texas'relocaﬁed to the north and
worked with children,féllo@ed from Texas. There were an
averagé of fivetchildren féllowed-by each teacher.( A number
of other bilinigual migrant children, were temporarily enrolled’}
~ as time and space pé:m}tfed at eigp sité. This met the project's
minimim.goal, but was the project's least successful year in
* - follaowing children. from the home base area.

¢
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: in Texas, and operates tempora’y Sites in several other

. o . T :
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GOAL .5.2. COORDINATING WITH' EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES BN HOST
: COMMUNITIES 0.

s N . ’

THE NEED: This prog;am is unique in that it is interdistrict «\&\

and interstate In Washington state’ the two yearground

sites serve children drawn firom three different school S
districts:’ The mobile component is in ‘one school Jdistrict “

school districts in the northern states to which it moves.

. - . . . . ; . . '
Coordination with other educational agencies is therefore .
a ‘critical factor to operating it successfdlly. - N
Contact is made with school officials at each site explaining

PROCESS:

the purpose of the program and its resources, During the

regular school.Year the home base district in Texas allows
chiidren released time from their regular classes to go to
rooms, also provided by the school, where the IBI teachers
work with them in small groups for approximately an,  hour a

ts

3

day. When the project,moves north cooperating schools, have
provided space and released children<«from regular classes to.

work with the IBI teacher. By contacting them before the tchild-"

. . > L.
ren get to.the school district they have sometimes gone further

to be sure that Grulla children are assigned to the same schOol,

building so that the IBI teacher can work with them’ as a group ‘
instead of going from school to school with only one or. two
children per school as, happened the first year. In several

schools IBI teachers have been' asked to teach additional o L.
- children felt by the school district to be .in special need of

bilzngual tutoring, and has accommodated as staff ‘time permitted

after serving the base group’it was follow1ng.. At the Washington

state sites, the sdhools have permitted children to leave early

in the afternoon to go to the IBI cénter in which preschool

childrenawere served in order to continue the bilingual progrep

The time they are in' the program is therefore partly sechool

time and partly after school. dergarter children are usually
: Jf}nthe "other half ‘day" when

they are not in. the school program and are bussed either by the

served at the preschool center

,school or IBI. If special migrant summe"school programs are

' 4

b4
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being held the chlldren enroll in these, and ‘again have the IBI
~, . program as a supplemehtal program on released time or non
. school tlme. In some cases the IBI teachers are assigned to
work for the'program in the school'district'except for an hour
. or SO during which they are allowed to work with all children
in that program that, are “enrolled .in the IBI curriculum.
If there are preschool programs operating at the temporary
\\sltes,oagaln IBI children will usually be enrolled in ‘the local
dprogram and IBI staff will work.with’ them on a release time
basls. IBI operates a preschool center (using Head Start or
day care operatlnq funds) at each ‘of the three year-round

= ¢ N
a “T"i . LA N .

program sites. '

“ N - > 0

‘ FINDINGS: This procedure sounds enormously complicated but has 1n
fact warked very smoothly School d1str1cts approached have

¢ .all felt the program was valuable and cooperated with it The
S . side beneflts have been’ numerous in that it has given exposure
) . to the IBI teach1ng methods and curr1cu1um at -every- school
‘ 1t has touched, and many have asked for workshops, ordered
materlals for use 'in regular classrooms, etc. The,goal was
met at every site during this procram year. .
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GOAL 5.3. STAFF WILL OBTAIN MULTIPLE FUNDING SOURCES TO SUPPORT

PROGRAM
« s ' i : V4
THE NEED~ Because the program is operated on an interdistrict and
1nterstate basis, the ehtire' cost must come from grant sources

.

-«

-

" the, proposed program to

unlike most progrmmsoperatlng w1th1n’one school district where
at least basic operating costs come from -a tax base. Other
funding sources have made posslble the operatlon of preschool
centers, paying building costs, transportatlon, food, and 1
salaries of most of the\teachers. The bilingual grant has
then provided CUrrlculum related costs as it does in other
b111ngual programs, e.g., costs of tra1n1ng staff, some
additional classroom staff Spec1al curr1culum materials, and
the overhead costs. of administration and evdluation.

. The task of finding the compahion resources to carry out

this program true to its original concept has been especially
diffgcult'because of the un;que program design--e.g., an
interstate program following children, starting during the
preschoql years and continui through the early grades This
1s because most state or federal money channeled through states
is restricted’ to expenditure within ‘the statg wh1ch granted

——— ——the funds1 Likewise the Head Start and day - care money used

to pay costs in«the preschool program cannot be Spent for

' scho l-3ge children, etc. Despite these obstacles a large
numb of-funding sources have been pulled together to fund a
“;°all aspects of thé program in the, drfferent locatlons it must
operat It has made IBI ‘also a demonstratlon progect in use.
of "m lt1p1e fundlng (a case study was written up on th1s
aspect of the program by a consult;ng flrm h1red by USOE)

d PROCESS: TPhe process is essentlally the game as for obtarnlng the
b;lungual grant; establlshlng the need ‘and the potentlal of

,meet this néed, deflnlng a budget

within the llmltatlons of budgetary authoéfty of the.grantlng

agency, and subsequently evaluatlng program and use of fupds

to demonstrate that ‘the program is successfuliy carrying out

effectave edu&Etlon for chlldren as projected in- the project
. 'goals g ) » . . !
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' FINDINGS: The cornerstone granmt for IBI is from Title VII,
Bilingual education, USOE. 'This Bays'most of the cost of
- administration and evaluatlon, training, and currlculum
- development costs, some of the costs of currlculum materlals
! used and a. llmlted number of classroom’personnel. This
goal $as met inasmuch as project admlnlstration obtained
other, sources of .support as follows: ) L _
Washington State Office of Publlc Instructioni Urban, -
Rural, Raciai and Disadvantaged categorlcal funding for °~ = |
blllngual educatlon. Used primarily for costs of the 5chool-

\

age program staff1ng in Washington state. ° - " 1‘3 ' /

Washington State Department Of Human Resources, Tltle‘XX
day ‘care funding. Used prlmarliy for the costs ‘of operatlng
the preschool centers in Washlngfon state.’ e

Head Start-—Ind1an~and Mlgrant Program Division,- through o
the Texas Mlgrant Council. Used prlmarlly for the costs of '
operatlng the preschool- denter 'in Texas. .

Washlngton State, Head Start matching state funds. Used
‘prlmarlly for the costs ass001atedfw1th the’ moblle component <
Head Start children while they are in Washlngton state. "y

USOE Developer/Demonstrater Grant Used to pay costs of

r-dlssemlnatlon of -the IBI program. Funds tra1n1ng and staff
. support costs offered to adoption sites, .and: preparatron and ,
distribution of literature about program, staff to make '“.“"‘,
Y -presentations at awarehess sessions, etc. :

Title I® Mlgrantj ESEA money c,hanneled through State of
Washlngton. Used for temporary fa0111t1es at Basin-City for \
the mobile component children in Washlngton state for work ,
season, and for the .preschool cérniter at Connella Also IBI
staff members have continued academlc work through a staff .
development ptroject administered by - another agency utlllzlng
Title< I fund1ng, , :

- Bilingual Mlnif%CbOOIS, a primate non-profit agency. p

_Paid costs of developing‘the' Language I curriculum in épanish‘
for the IBI program, and has assisted in production and
distribution costs 6f blllngual praducts developed by IBI

;. riow "being sold at cost to other dlStrlctS adopting the IBI’
%

.t

program. . ' ' .
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USDA food support. : -
> .. CETA personnel at each year-reund preschool center.

ESEA.Handicapped funding. A .few children with Spec1al
‘handicaps are enrolled at the preschool centers in Washlngton
state and are supported by handicapped funds.

In addition the progect has utlllzed technical support
proyvided by a number of agenc1eS°

Both the Blllngnal Resource Centers (Unlver51ty of

'Washlngton and BETAC at Tacoma) ; TAB and the NETWORK, consultlng

agencles offerlng services 1nvolved in dlssemlnatlon,$0ff1ce

of- Superintenderit of Public Ins;ructlon Bl}lngual Sectlga—-
cbnsultation, and funds to bring interested districts to aware-
ness sessions»at the IBI site; the Washington State Facilitators
staff, who have provided assistance in developlng materials

for dissemination and adv1ce on how to carry out the D/D
respon51b111t1es. ‘ e o tTg




SUMMARY "

The project's instructional goals were that project/children,
after 200 days attendance, would show superiority to thd project

norm group that was stafistically significant at the .05 \level or
higher. The COnclusions as to thesattainment of the project
goals for. 1nstruct10n, and 1n other areas- are summarlzed below
TABLE 2. STATUS OF PROJECT GOALS

o &

INSTRUCTION
; 1.1 Preschool Concepts. : ' ' Goal met.
-.1.2 Handwrltlngé o Goal met.
1.3 Learnlng Spanish. . Goal met, except
: ' 4 at age six. ®
1.4  Learhing English. - - ) ~ Goal met.
1.5 Math. : Goal met.
1.6 Readigg=in English. . Goal met. _
1.7 Reading in Spanish. ) . Not enough data '
' e - ¢ for analysis yet.
* 1.8 Cultural Concepts. ™ Goal met.
1. Continuity exceed comparison ° .
'/ children, math and reading. Goal met.
PROCESS GOALS N\ : . L ,
1.10 Maintain appropriate schedules. S Met, but documentation
- . partly lacking. -
'1.11 Use of approved curriculum. : "Goal met. ' e
l 12 Use of approved teachlng methods. . " Goal met. N
< - .
STAFF DEVELOPMENT ' ' T oo
« .2.1 1In-service, Tralnlng schedule malntalned.'» *Goal met at two sites,
s ‘ partially met at
: ‘ -, . third. . i
2.2 Contlnue Academic "Training. T Goal partially met.
2.3 ‘Trainers trained. ) Goal partially met.
PROCESS GOALS ' ‘
2.4 sStaff prov&de approprlate training . .o - ©0
: opportunltles ) Goal  partially met. .
- PARENT AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT GOMPONENT K
* 3.1 Advisory groups do decision Jaking., Goal met.
3.2 Adv1sory groups ta§e part in emaluation. Goal met.:

1}

PROCESS GOALS . ' . :
3. Sfaff“reports~to_adylsorx_ggggps;» Goal met.

- TN —
MATERIALS' Dz§§LopMENT COMPONENT . . —

4.1, Training for Spanlsh readlng progr, Goal met.-
- .: -developed. :

o 42 Mastery test for Spanlsh reading de ped. Goal met.
3'1:R\(: 4. 3 Dlseemlnatlon materials developed. Goal met.

Ao oo Eric %, ~
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TABLE 2. (contiinued) . 82

, MANAGEMENT COMPONENT . . . .
. 5.1 Mobile component tracks chlldren to north. .Goal met. -

. 5.2 Coordination with other educational Goal met. .
. agencies. . ' .
. 5.3 Obtain multiple funding resources. Goal met.
. ! - . .
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX A

~

The main body of the .final report was written for the general o
reader, and for clarity avoided technical detail. °Since informa-
tion on procedures for testing and data collection°and explanatory
fGotnotes for the analysis of test scores in the instructional
component is of importance to a technical reader, that information

has been reported here. - ‘ . } : .
TESTING AND DATA COLLECTION AND ANAL¥SIS.PROCEDURE%§

Training of Testing Persopnel

Independent testers are used at each siﬁe-—e.g.,,fnstructional
ar supervisory staff do not do testing. All testers are parapro-
fessional bilingual Mexican-Americans. Since -more than 95% of the
childken served are Mexican-American, this testing staff has cul-

fUtural*;gen;ity for the overwhelming majority of children being
‘tested. . < o \ T

" Each tester is individually trained. on ‘éack instrumest and .
fiust demonstrate appropriate procedures .in the testing of at least
two childrerd, under observation, as part of the training. Subse-
quent monitoring visits review testing procedures annually. Training
dnd monitoring of testers is done by tpe ev%luator’and/or the
resource trainer. Experienced testers are also used to assist in-
training new testers. ' *

\ -

2 Testing Schedule

All children are pretested before attending the program for _
30 days--in practice as soon 3s possible after their initial enroll-
ment. This pretesting includes allvbf the instruments used in the
e€valuation appropriate to children of their age. It also includes
the project achievement tests which are used to help determine ini-
tial placement of children im- project materials. The IBI program
serves children continuously over the 12 -months of the 'year. Since
new children can and do enroll in the program every month during the
year, pretests are'also given during every month throughout the year.

< P

!

Repeat testing on standardized tesﬁ'gnstruments is- done after
an individual child has at:ecnded for a period of 100 days, i.e.,
the child is -tested at 100, 200, 300; etc., days. Attendance data
are kept ihdividually for each chiid and at the end of each month
a list is made of every child who that month passed a testing inter-
val in his attendance. This list is forwarded to the tester at each
site who then administers the appropriate tests for that child.
) Every month some children at each center reach a tesﬁing point in,
9 their- pro§ram attendance, so posttests are also given during every

ERICT™ == - :
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month throughout the year. Table 3 shows the statistics of the
distribution of testing throughout the year for two of the project
tests.. The difference in total number of tests is because the
PPVT has been in use by the project longer than the WRAT and more
tests have been accumulated. These data indicate that the testing
has been fairly evenly distributed throughout the year, and that
the time of testing d1str1butlon is parallel for the test analysis
groups utrllzed . .

5
. , » !

TABLE 3. Distribution Statistics on Month of

Testing-
’Peabody Picture -. B Wide Range
- Vocabulary Test Achievement Test .

Test Group Number Median Mean St.Dev. Number Median Mean St.Dev:

—_——

¥

* IBI Norm © 887" 5.80 5.94 3.8 - 679 + 5.89 5.95 ,3.90

N
»

< ¢t
200+ days 694 = 5.94 6.41 3.49 506 5.17€'5“f94 3.65

P

s

This. testing schedule is more complicated than the usual evalua-
tion procedure of doing mass testing at two calendar points. It
was devgﬁed because of the unique requirements of evaluating a mig-
rant - population who have spotty attendance and whoe come and go at
different times during the 'year. When the Texas Education Agency
reports on child proﬁgess between tests administered in October and
other tests administered in April of the school year it is not "un-
common to have. both pre- and posttests on less than 50% of the
chlldren enrolled in the program. Some children are there for pre-
tests but leave before posttests are given. Other children come too
late for pretests but are there at the posttestlng dates. Som
children enter. late and leave early and aren't there for eiTher
testing point. This is a very common pattern in the evaluation of
migrant programs--test information presented that represents a very
unsatisfactory percentage of the project group it is meant to '
evaluate. .

Another problem encountéred in. use of Calendar date testing
with a migrant population result§ from their uneven attendance
patterns. Of two children tested on the same date in April, it
would not be at all uncommon for one to have attended 50 days total
prior to that.testing point, another child to have attended 90 days.
This puts the evaluator in the position of comparing Chlld progtess
between tests which represent two very different amounts of exposure
to the program belng evaluated .

By testing based on 1nd1v1dual attendance’ records, each of the
posttests used in this evaluation represent a khown amount of pro-
ject intervention. At evaluation points the accumulated tests are -,
them subgrouped by age and the period of" attendance at the time of
testing for purposes of analysis. .- :

o . -
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Selection of Tests
: ‘ -
The IBI program selected the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, )
The Cooperative Presc¢hool Inventory, and the Wide Range ‘Achigvement .
Test in part because these nationally standardized test instru-
ments were among those most widely used by USOE in educational
research and evaluation. The Cooperative Preschool Inventory was
specifically developed for a measurement of the .effects of Head
Start programs and was utilized in many evaluative efforts measuring
the impact of this nation-wide program of preschool education. The
Peabody Picture Vocabulary ‘Test *similarly has been. widely used in
research on preschool programs. .Thg:'Wide Range Achievement Test .
was one of two standardized achievement tests‘utilized in the massive
Follow Through studies. b

In order to use the tests, however, it was necessary-to trans-
late sections into Spanish: Tests are individually administeréd in
the IBI program because of attendance cycle testing--this affects
the'math portion of the WRAT which was standardized under group
aepinistration. None of the tests was normed with a group even
close to the IBI composition as. to ethnicity or language use. For .
all of these reasons, the basjic evaluyation design has been kept " ‘
internal to the project. Theigggls,are all stated in terms of the
project norm group, which is matched by ethnicity and language use
to the project attendance groups. The language and circumstances '
for test administration are held constant in the testing of these .
two groups--indeed the testers are the game. The references, where
made, to national norms are added so that there is some external
interpretive power to the data. But all of these rese¥vations :
about ‘the application of the. national norms restricts the inter-
pretation of the data. However,. this would be true of any bilin- "~
gual program.

.

s Analysis Procedures _ s,

.The projeect norm group is used as a measure'of the probable<7
achievement level of project childr ithout benefit of the pro-
gram. When a child enrolls in the program he is pretested. If
the pretest was given before the child had attended the program
for as long as 30 days, it is put intoxhe project norm group for -
childreh at that age level. The project has an enrollment policy !
which permits children to.start the program at different:*ages,

e.g., Some start when they aré three, others.when they are four,
others at five, or six. By accumulating pretests the project has
been able to dévelkop its norm group for all ages on all tests.

The size of the norm group is increasing constantly a@s new pretests
are accumulated. x

.~/

In the past all evaluations have used a nbrm group obtained
as described in, the previous paragraph. As of 1977, the norm group
for the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test and for Wide Range Achieve-
ment Test was -expanded to include the tests of children from a
neighboring town to La Grulla, Texas. These children had been
tested for the previous three years to provide a comparison group
of mobileamigrant.children to compare to the children in just our

'
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. mobile component using the two tests mentioned,.the PPVT and WRAT.s.
(“’The reason for testing a comparison group. instead of .just using -’
the project norm group for thls spec1al study {see instructional
goal nine) is that the project norm group includes pretest scores
on some children from permanent sites who-'do not migrate. In the
special study we wanted to hold the factor’of migration cohstant :
only project children who m1grated were tested, only compar1son
group children who migrated were tested. . _ LT .
. - A}
The communlty where comparlson,group sts were given and La ° .
Grulla have.about the same socioeconomic vel--moést families earn -
their yearly income from the migration ‘pe iod doing seasonal farm
work. Both communitie$ are Spanish domlnant located on the Rio ,
P Grande River where television stations beam in Spanish language )
programs, many radio stations are in Spanish, the usual‘ language
of casual conversation in town or school woyld be Spanish. as a
further check on the comparablllty of the two population groups,
statistical analysis was done for' two years in a row comparing the
. mtan test scores by grade level of the comparlson droup and the
L pretest scores of children at the same Tevel in the prOJect norm
) group: No significant differences were found. This was interpreted
to" mean that the chlkérennérpm the 'neighboning town were, Im fact;
the same opulatien. grouf as. project children and their scores are
' like those of the children pretested for- this program. . &
- Most pretest scores for chlldren in th1s prOJect Jwere.at 1ower
age levels (three, four, five) since the project attempts t6-get
children started as young as possible. Theregtore, the addition pf _°
*scores from the comparison’ group to the piARject norm group enlarged
the size of the norm group at- the school gsk;;evel where id has
beén the smal¥est. Hav1ng a -larger norm gro at these upper. ages
allows greater stab111ty for statlstlcal analysis. .
The pr03ect evaluation design calls for comparlson of the mean
scores of project éﬁlldren posttested after- 100 or. 200 days to
children in the project norm group of the same age. A 't-test of
statistical s1gn1f1cance*;s run between the projact posttest atten-
g . dance groups and the prbjéct norm group of the same age. Statis- _.
: t1cal*analys1s is only done when subgroups “to be cdmpared have a .
. minimum size of ten. L e
e ' N s .
o ’ For this.evaluation all tests data were put onto computer,cards
and the t-test analysis‘was done using the SPSS computer- package
The readout us1ng this tomputer analysis gives' the t-wvalue using
separate or pooled variances. If a- 51gn1f1cant ff%rence existed -
in the two wariances the separate 'variance t wds reported if the
two variances were not significantly dlfferent the pooled variance
t was reported in the tables of detalled project findings. whlch' ’
follows in this technical appendlx . _ -

+ Most objectives are based on comparison of the childrgn with
over 200 days attendance and the project norm group. Because it
is difficult. for a child to accumulate 200 days of attendance all
at’ the same age level, there 1s‘almost complete 1ndependence of -
the two groups used in the analysis. - Children with 200 days-at
age four will ‘more than llkelyohave started the program at age
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'~ who have reexamined all analys1s procedures and validated clalms.
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three, for example.” They will be compared té the pretest scores
of other project'chlldren who started the program at Yge four.
A very small’ percentage of the children have both pretest
and posttest scores at the same age level. Anglysis was therefore
done including and excluding this small overlap group. The
conclusion was that any bias created -by this.lack of complete
independence of groups acted against the prOJect in reduc1ng the
llkellhood of a finding of s1gn1f’cance . 3
The test analysis tables report 1ong term program effect ' .
- through .the cumulative ‘analysis, e.g., ‘all tests through April 1978 ..
Whlch was :used as the cut-off date for ‘this evaluation. The~ ® -
current year program-data would be posttebts given in the peridd
sinte the last analysis, e.g., May, 1977 through April, '1978. | The
. cumrlative norm group is uSed for tests of significance of diffe-
rence'between means for both long term ¢hmulative~and current year .
analysis groups. The.t-value reported Bach table is between
the posttest attendance group, and the project norm group of thg
ssame age category

L - To maintaim a high level~of—aeeuracy-iﬁ~handllng of test data

the follow1ng precautioéns are taken. Each tester scores tests’

she administers. All .tests are checked and rescored upon rece1pt.’
After preparation, of the computer-cards_ a readout is obtained and
two persons recheck the accuracy before the decks are used. After
analysis has been doné,' the -N's "of subgroups are rechecked against
the project data entry records. . .

The' projéct has employed independent evaluation spec1a11sts

"The evaluation division of Northwest Ed ational Research Laboraf -
‘tories in Portland performed this evaluation review and audit
through 1974 and -Technical Assisfance Serviees of Seattle thrfough - -

1978 . .
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STATISTICAL DETAIL OF TEST ANALYSIS FOR -INSTRUCTIONAL COMPONENT , I
1.1 PRESCHOOL CONCEPTS
TABLE 4. Cooperative Preschool Inventory Test Scores
‘ Cumulatlve Analysis
et Aée'and \~ - 2 ) < ® (w/norm) 2-tail. Nat' l - .
> Attendance -Number Mean St. Dev.:  t-value prob Percentile
(VAN R 0
AGE 3.0-3.11 8 " o 3
IBI norm 200 10.060° 7.764 ., . St BOEEJ_ .
. 100 days ~ 77, 24.521 7.397 5.36  0.000 53r o
’ 200+ days © 17 29.941 6.189° ~ 5.62 0,000 _ 69th™ .- .
B AGE 4.0-4.11, - o = - - : 8
~-  IBI"norm 126 29.984 10.836 ’ oo 35th-
’ 100 days 152 34.112 8.444 3.49 0.001 50th
200+ days 160 39.375 8.832 7.88 0.000 67th -
: AGE 5.0-5.5 | ] ) :
T IBI norm 35— +37.400 - 97233 » 43rd- .
- . 100 days 46 . 43.348 10.102 ~° 2.72 0.0608 . 66th -
. 200+ days 123 47.260, 7.274 6:65 0.000 © 78th
‘ Sl ‘Current Year Analysis :
- * _ AGE'3.0-3,1l MR ‘ ) : :
. 100 days v 13 25.462 6.839 2,90 0.004 53rd
o .200+ days : 4 (too few for analysis) . -° .
, . o N ' - ’
i o _ AGE 4.0-4.11 . b . .
: 100 days ° 41+ 32.000 .9.187 1.07° 0.285 41st - 3
L 200+ days 33 38.606 7.677%. _  5.23 . 0,000, » 67th
AGE 5.0- 5.‘5 SR S ' ’ ..
100 days - .12, 45.250 7.362 '2.66 0.011 - ‘72nd
) 200+ days’” 31 49.323 6.327 6.18 .0.000 85th
< ~ st . . . . Kz .
. NOTES. ON ANALYSIS. : - :
! . Cumylative Analysis 1ncludes all tests 1973 thrOugh 4/78 . -
Curre?t Year Ahaly51s 1ﬁcludes\tests given betWeen 5/77 and e
4/78 - <
] LA o Phe t-valle compares ‘the means of the poSttest attendance . "
o e © ! groups:-to the. IBI norm group in the cumulative analy<is.
_;? <7 Age 4.0-4.11 peréentlles based oﬁ‘natlonal norm»for 4,6~ 4 11 L
A - .age group Pel L . L |
" v, o; ; .\)\ ‘-l.( ..‘.e" 5 .. . "‘ . a . ’, ':’ ,‘ .. « .
T v - L . . 9. ) . s > )
e ~ ' , N ‘ 4 .- I; @
~ , : Y- ) .
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1.2. HANDWRITING ' '
o TABLE 5. Wide Range Achievemen! Test, Spelling Subtest
. ' ‘ o o ' Scores |
Cumulative.Analysis . .
Ade and | ' dtail.
. Attendance *Number ' Mean St.-Dev. ~t-value prob.
" " UAGE 3.0-3:11 183  -0.853  1.320 '
, ©100 days 74 2.568 .1.902 '7.10 04000
N . 200+ days 12 4,417 2.906 4.22. 0.001
. AGE 4.0-4.11 e - i
' IBI Norm 134 2.963 . 2.880 & -
100 days 155 5.929  4.082 ° 7.21- 0.000
200+ days 128 0.234 5.134 12,12 0,000
AGE 5.0-5.11 i
" IBI NeQrm 102 7:529 4.516 -
100 days 95 11.368 5.155 5.57 . 0.000
200+ days 176 15.097 4,191 14.10 0.000
~. . Current Year Analysigs )
AGE 3.0-3.11 ' . o
100 days 12 . 2,167 1.642 3.29 + 0.004
200+ -days . 4 . (too few for analysis) -
" AGE 4.0=4.11 oo v e
100 days . T 39 ' 5.436 4.291  -3.38 ; 0.001 Q
" 200+ days ,33 9,091 "5.615 - 6.08 0.000
v e = . N F .
AGE 5.0-5.11 : e, ' .
e - . 100 gay$: - 17 13.059°  5.250  4.57 0.001
o 200+ days’ 57 - 14860 - - 4,206 7.28 . 0.000
. “ . P O , » »
:' ‘& < )

"+ NOTES ON ANALYSIS: e e ‘

- Cumulative Analysis includes all tests .197 through 4/78.
= - Current Year Analysis includes all tests gi' enf§/77$through
. “ 5/78. . R , .

. . : +The t-value compares the means of the posttest attendance
group to the IBI ndérm group in the cumulative analysis. .
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1.3 SPANISH VOCABUTARY L. .
TABLE 6. Peabody Plcture Vocabulary Test Scores, Form B
in gpanlsh .

~

' r‘ Chlldren Whose Prlmary Language 1sxSpanish C
. L . . K i '\9 '
> . Ajge and < . ’ g . 2-tail
. Attendance Number Mean - St. Dev. t-value* = prob.”
AGE 3.0-3.11 ~ g , : T
" IBI norm’ 221, 19.950 . 8.337 . e 3
' 100 days 81  _ 26.000 8.868 5.52 ' 0.000 - °
- 200+ days 15- 28.267 6.984 - 4.39 0.001 . -
AGE 4.0-4.11 . o A; e
IBI norm 132 28.402 , 8,954 ’ :
. 100 days 145 31.214 9.023 - 2.60 0.10
- 200# days - 34 34.090 8.075 5.44 -0.00
AGE 5.0-5.11" S T o o
_ - IBI norm =~ . 987 < _ 36.735 9.390 -
PR . 100.days - 216~ 40.632 9.005 2.76 0.00%
' ' < 7200+ days-. - 17Q , 40.910 . 7. 3.75 0.000
" AGE 6.0-6.11 e )
i IBI norm . »°66 - 46.742 . . : '
| " 100 days © ot 28 . 43,393 . 9.005 ~1.47 . 0.145 , - |
fa . 200+ days 108, 46639 »8.111  -0. 07‘ 0.944 . =~
- S . . \J
- - Aehridren Whosb<Pr1mary Language is English
oo A i . r s
AGE 3.0-3. froo L R
. . IBI.norm’ . . 54 . 8,091 - 6.331 _ » R
o : 100 days 30 - -10.000 6.486 2.69 -0.-009 -
- ' 200+ days . 57 (£Qo fev fo %nalysis) e
] * AGE 4.0-4.11 - > oo 2 . .
- IBI norm. ¢ Gl»n 8 1482 10.076 . - _
Ze 't 100 days | . 43 Ih 279 . 11.724 *2.86 .°0.005 A
. .. 200+ days . ' 44 = 14.659 9.829. 3.30 © 70.001.
’ . ) S . . /o . . .0 .
: E 5.0-5.11 * ' .- o ’ L e
o IBI norm -~ =~ 267 11.885 11.687 . ' .
. 100 days 33 . - 14.970  14.668 _-.0.88 .. 0.385
3000 x|, 200+ days ~ - 62 - 18.984 - 12.5%7 - 2.47 :.0.015
. . ] - . ° ‘ . o ." Lo
. & AGE 6,0-6.11° o CooL . -
. % IBT norm ~* Y. .13 . 17.077. 17.380 L
100 days e 11 - 257000 * 18.836 1.07.  0.296 -
'200+ days’™ 27, 24.482. v16:568‘ 1,30 ¢« - ° 0.200
. . s . - .
L *The t-value compares the means of the posttest attendance o,
groups to the project norm group of: the .sédme age and language-
' claSs1f1cat1qn ' o ‘ , :
J C N . T n et 6‘"-, ,
’ N ‘ * * A‘ (Y ' ':‘ N ' . ‘ 0 ;‘\ : -, AN . : ’ - ;'j >\
A . A uf’s el .- L
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Y. 4 ENGLISH VOCABULARY T .
- }‘
\ PABLE" 7. PLABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY IEST SCORES [N ENGLISH,
. FORM A - .
. Cumulative Analy51s .
Test Group:- Chlldren Whose Prlmary Language
o N - . is Spanpish *
Age ang o 2-tail
Attendance Number Mean K  St...Dev. t-value prob.
+AGE 3.0-3.11 : - . . "
IEI norm 22] 6.448, 4.211 . : ‘ .
100 days 82 10.866 6.478 5.74 0.000
200+ days 15 16,.267 8.598 4,39 0.001
AGE 4.0-4,11 - L ' _ S o ’
IBI norm- 132 9-879., 7:-185
- 100 days - " 145 14,255 +- 8.075 " 4,75 0.000
200+ days T34 0 20.425  12.422 - 8.49. 0.000
AGE 5:0-5,11 . . S .
. 1BI norm 58 12.398 - -9.585 - ) L
100 days 76 20.145%  13.637 ... "4.21 0.000
200+ days 178 27.292 15220 ¢ 9.95 0.000
- AGE 6»0-6.11 ‘ <, -
IB1 norm 66 - 17.682 < 11.911 o . :
100 days 28 28.000 . -14.684 3.58°°  0.001
200+.days 108 - -+ 37.583 , 15.351° ' 9.5% 0.000 j
' . . . ¥
AGE 790-7.11 . : T
~ IBI norm . 67 27.896  15.818 . . .
, 100 days . f 33.333 . 20.520 (teo few for analysis)-
,200+ days " 52 42.885 12.502 5.61° 0,000
:  AGE 8.0-8.11 _ S
IBI norm- .7 46 733.2@1 16.686 e
" 100 days LT 44.333° 11.590 (too few for analysis).
\\hoo+ days' Y. . 55.081 ,9.722 7.44 0.000
- ! Current Year Analysis*
e P4
© AGE 3.043.11"
“100 days . .+ 10 1& 7oo 8.908 . 2.56 0.031
. . -
’. AGE 4.074.11 L
L 100 days, ‘" - ~A 35 [ 12.657 . 5.841 2.1] 0.036
. 200+ days 28 f‘» 21.500 . 14.688 4.08 0000
'AGE 5.0-5.11 ) MR T
100 days' 113 .323.615 14.385 2.73 0.017
700+adays ©42 7 26.310 0 15.371 5.43 ¢.000
N
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AGE 6.0-6.
'200+ days

TABLE 7.

11

AGE 7.0-7.11
200+ days

"AGE 8.0:8.11 -

200+ days

£ <

{continued) . v
15 40.447 14,845
20 - ) 43.400- 13.100,
15 58.467  10.246

\

6.52

\4.73

6.98

92

*Too few for curréﬁt yéar analysis in 200+ days at age 3,
and 100 day groups at ages 6, 7, and 8.

—_ /
LY
Al
Aad o
R -
=]
S -
- .
- . )
s
N k3
)
A .
¢
¢ -
§
-
. s
:
£
-
.

<

0.000" ‘
0.000
.
0.000
W
.,
’ ¢




14 . N
& . d" ,-//
I ‘ 93
: -1.5 MATH' SKILLS 7.
TABLE 8. WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST, MATH SUBTEST SCORES,‘
N Cumulative Analysis
- - VU .- .
o . Age and Mean Nat'l Raw Sc. . . S 2-tail -
Attendance Nymber St. Sc_:ore tile Mean St,. Dev. t-value prob.
AGE 3 > B
IBI- norm 183 - .- 2.929 2.046 .
100 days . . 74 -- -- 5.851 2,713 8. 35 0.000
‘ 200+ days ' 12 - -- 7250 3.361 . 4.40 0.001{
H . // R . . .
. AGE 4 :
" IB¥ norm 134, -- -~ - 4.754  2.895 - _
~100 days 155 - - 8.439 3.754 ) 9.31‘ 0.000.
- 200+ days. 128 - -- 10.422 - 3.456 ‘14. 36 0.000
AGE 5 ‘ 1
IBI norm 102 -+ 80.461 9th 8.804 4.115 f-
. 100 days- 95 ‘94.674 37th 12.295 .4.368 5.78 0.000
o : 200+ days . 176°. 104.591 . 63rd 14.972 - *3.779 12.69 0.000
’ AGE 6, ‘ o K
. IBI ndérm 74, 86.811" 19th 13.446 4,852 ) )
v : LOO days * 44 96.591 42nd 16.500 5.028 3.26 0.001
v 200+ days -. 92 107. 348 -68th 19.250 4.510 7.97 0.000
- ’
.AGE 7 ° J ¢ -
IBI norm 79 .86.924 19th 19.127 4.876
100 days 24 20.167 30th 20.167 5.079 0.91 —~ 0.367
200+ days 51 1\101.275 53rd 24.412  3.093 . 7.56 0.000
. . P : .
AGE 8 ) . . .
- IBI norm r52 87.615 19th 22.981 4.676
100 days 10 ".- 90.800 27th  24.300  2.263 _ - 1.37 0.183
" 200+ days” 33 97.152 42hd 27.242  '1.921 5.84 0.000
. Current Year Analysis _
¢ . 2 . . “
AGE 3 .
100 days 12 - -~ 5,751 2.221 4.60  0.000 .
. 200+ days -4 (tqo few for analysis) : . ¢
’ AGE ¢4 )
*, 100 days 39 -- - 7.103 , 3.299 4.32 0.000
200+ days _ .33 -- == 10.394 3.316 9.73 0.000
AGE 5 ! . ‘ . B
- 100 days 17 . 94.824 37th 12.235 *3.898 3.21 0.002
200+ days 57 101.597 53rd °14_1.211 3.406 *8.43. 0.0Q0 -
' AGE 6 . . -, .
100 dags "+ 10 82,400 12th 11.800 5.996 ~-0.98 0.330
- 200+ day§ ) 27 wwl03,852, 58th 18.074- 4.178 4739 0.000
. 99 ,“«,

t
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TABﬁE 8/ (contlnued) ' ‘

AGE ' 7 -""'r " ) e
: 100 daysi 57... (too few for analysis)
200+ days - 18 - 102.833  58th .  25.000 1.910 5.01 ‘0.000
C AGE 8 - ' T _
100~ days 0 . S o
200+ days C 718 97.889 - 45th 24&536 . 2.064- 5.64  -0.000
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1.6 READING IN ENGLISH ‘ ) %

TABLE 9. WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES, READING SUBTEST

Cumulative'Analysis

- CHILDREN WHOSE PRIMARY LANGUAGE IS SPANISH

~

Age and Stand. Nat'l Mean Raw NS J-tail
Attendance Number Score $ile Score . St. Dev. t-value prob.
) AGE 4 ' : >
IBI norm 84 -- -- 6 ..786 4.084 . .
. 100" days 123 .- -- " 8.626 3.463 - 3.49  0.001 -
200+ days 94 --7 == 10.564 3,840 6.36 0.000
AGE 5 ! . :
IBI norm * - 75  '79.080. 8th 9.200 3.792 ‘ . . )
- 100 days 71 84.225 14th .11.113 4.982 2.60 0.01l0
. 200+ days I26 . ".95.437 37th 16.405 . 7.096 9.37 0.000 i
- AGE 6 . E . v w
IBI norm 62 80.145 9th 14.258 6.763 - )
100 days . 33 83.667 14th 16.242 7.429 1.32  0.192
X W 00+ days 77 ., 95.221 37th .23.610  10.219 6.46 0.000
- - - N /
AGE 7 SR . , - '
IBI norm 66.° 79.212 8th 23.439 10.043 - . ‘
100 days 15 -86:869’19§h 27.933 15.434 " 1.08:. 0.297 .
200+ days 43 96.767 42nd . 38.884 14394 6.13 0.000 L
AGE 8 —— _ a : . .
IBI norm ° 45 79.822 9th -31.111 11.871 . L
100 days - 6 (too few for analysis) ,
200+ days- 30 99.400 47th 50.733 10.859 7.25-  0.000
CHILDREN WHOSE PRIMARY LANGUAGE IS ENGLISH )
AGE 4 ‘ -. i L
IBI norm 34 -- --.  7.765 4.046 / ; ‘
100 days 32 -- -- 9.563 * 3.141 2.01 .0.049 :
200+ days 34 = - 11.382} ; 3.26 0.002
AGE 5 . _ . .
. IBI norm ' 19 87.316 19th 12.579 .
100 days 24 96..375 39th 16.250 1.98  0.055 '
200+ ‘days 49 97.633 42nd 17.571 2.99 0.004
AGE 6 ’ )
IBI norm 8 (too few for analysig). ) . .
100 days 11 92.273 30th 22.455 8.858 , - (no norm group)”
200+ days 15 102.467 55th 27.467/ - 8.927 " (no norm’ group)
AGE 7 . ) . :
IBI norm 11 90~545 27th -35.091 . 13.389 . 4
100 days 9 (tod few for analysis) - ’ 3
~200% days 8 (too few for analysis) f

- 2 Erie
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2 , TABLE 9. (continued) C
r's - S Current Year Ana
FRL PRIMARY LANGUAGE SPANISH
> : . (
. AGE 4 -
(200+) 26 -- -~ . 79,539
, AGE 5 - . AR
(200+) 44 92.500 32nd 14.500
" AGE 6° o
(200%) *+23  .94.304 34th 22.870
. AGE 7 ' R
(200+) 14 97.643 45th.© 39.286
J AGE 8 ‘ .
(200+) "18 " 103.278 58§ht54.111
L PRIMARY LANGUAGE ENGLISH : . e
AGE'5T < :
"(200+) 13 96.231 39th 16.846
- : : . : - )
Too-few for analysis at any other ages. *
" ¢ R J
7?
\ i
. \. .
N
]
' 4
. \

lysis

]

2.996

.

5.337

9.593
14.398.

10.649

6.388
*

3.18

5.79

" 3.96

3.92

7.14

1 ,_és

96.

0.000 . .

0.000

- .00 - —

0.000

0.072

Gt e
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1.8 * CULTURAL CONCEPTS ’

*

. "TABLE 10. .SCORES ON BMfs TEST-OF CULTURAL CONCEPTS
\\

’ : : > Cumulative Analysis -

?AgeNEnd oo " Mean - Standard 2-taiy
Attendance Number RaW‘Score’ DeV}atlon t-value‘. Probab}}lty
AGE 3 o ]

IBI norm 99 17.367 ¢ 4.483 Rad
100 days. 217, 21.381 4.455 3.70 0.000
200+ days . 0 o8

AGE4 o _‘A i » >
IBI norm 55 21.200° 14,923 . '
100 days 83 25,639 - 5.554 4.81 0.000
200+ days 48 26.521 4.649 5.61 - 0.000
AGE 5 - - S . B

" IBI ndrm 29 25,793 5.421
100 days 59 . 29.407 o5-518 2.90 - 0,005
200+ days - 95 032,221 - %4lexg " 6.25 0.000
AGE 6 and 7 ‘

IBI norm 17 T g gen 7.236 o

" 'I00 days 52 34.692  4.869 3,62 0.002
200+ days . 7% 36.200 . 4.325 4.56 "0.000
AGE 8 and 9 A . T - .
IBI norm 13 . 32,077 4.924 ‘ |
100 days 27 37.926 4.506 . 3.73 0.001
200+ days - 18 - 40.%90. 2.849. 5.21 0.000
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1.9 LANGUAGE MATH AND READING SCORES OF CONTENUITY AND COMPARISON
GROUP CHILDREN SBECIAL STUDY &
TABLh,ll. SPANTSH AND UNGLISH SCORES ON PkARODY PTCTURE
VOCABULARY TEST FOR CONTINUITY ANU COMPARTSON
A GROUP ) :
Grade Level i Spanish ﬂ 2~tail ..
and Test Group Number Raw Score St. Dev. 't-value - Probability
KINDERGARTEN -
Comparison 231 40.000 9.839
IBI Continuity 18 44.667 8.225 1.70 «0.097_ .
FIRST GRADE e ,
Comparison = 30 - 48.667 10.001
IBI- Continuity 22 50.636 “7.811 ©0.77 0.447
SECOND GRADE’ -
Comparison 50° . 54.320 10.748
1BI Continuity 221 56.714 10.932 0.85 0.397 —
THIRD GRADE , T .
Comparison - 40 56.550 . 13.651 . -
) IBI Continuity 23 59.261 10.575 0.82 0:415
R | ’ . * .
T .‘¢/—§\\§ . English :
- o : Raw -Score .
KINDERGARTEN , :
Comparison 31 12.032 7.190
IBI Continuity 18 22.000 10.770. 3.50 0.002 =
FIRST GRADE S '8 B
Comparison 30 20.100 13.827 ‘
IBI Continuity’ 22 37.000 . 13.501 4.40 0.0000 ..

'SECOND GRADE ) . : . -

Comparison 50 30.020 16.402 - -
IRT CTontinujity 21 © 44.000 15.153 3.35 0.001
THIRD GRADE - , o T
Comparison 40 35.875 15.693
IBI Continuity 23 56.044 . 8.177 6.70 0.000
Spani sh'score from Form B, English_ Score from Form A of the Peabody -

. Picture Vocabulary Test.

. Comparison Group = Children from neighborlng south Texas school —
distriét whose famllles move during year for seasonal farm -
work. :

IBI\Continuity = Children in IBI mobile component who received edu- ’
¢ , cational services in Texas and in-one or more-:-northern loca- -
- tions, and”who were enrolled for-a mlnlmum of 200 days in IBI '[
program., .
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TABLE 12. WIDE RANGE-ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES,° MATH AND READING >
T SUBTEST, FOR COMPARISON AND CONTINUITY GROU CHILDREN

- -

v « ] i '
.

‘ - SCORES IN MATH

v -

Grade Level ° - - Mean
and .’ Mean Stan- Nat'l Raw  St. 2-tail -
Test Group eNumber dard Score $ile Score’ Dev. t-value prob.

o

KINDERGARTEN _ ' e .

. Comparison . 31 76.645  6th 8.548 4.280 5.67 . 0.000
JEBI Continuity 18 103.500 6lst 15.833 4.423 :
FIRST GRADE : . '
Comparison 30 87.933 19th 15.000 -3.869
IBI Continuity 22 110.545 . 77th 22.955 3.773 7.40  0.000
SECOND GRADE 8 - _
Comparison 50 89.280 23rd 21.700 4.652
IBI Continuity 21 97.714  45th 24.952 3.057 3.47 0:001
THIRD GRADE ’ ’
Comparison 40 - 86.250 18th 24.225 4.117
IBI Continuity - 23 97.870  45th 28.391 1.852 5.50 0.000
-SCORES IN READING .
KINDERGARTEN B
Comparison 31 75.967 5th 9.581 4.031

IBI Continuity 18 ° ° 89.889 25th 15.889 - 8.130 3.08 . 0.005

FIRST GRADE * - ‘ . .
Comparison 30 77.267 ‘6th 18.267 6.313

" IBI Continuify 22 94.136  34th 27.455 10.308 3.70 0.001
SECOND GRADE .
Comparison 50 78.940, 8th 29.160 9.968
IBI Continuity 21 94.619  37th 40.952-15.114 4.12 0.000
» . .
THIRD GRADE -
Comparison 40 77.850 7th 32.300 12.980 ‘

IBI Continuity 23 98.348 -45th 52.652 9,782 6.52 0.000 -

~
’
-~

R Comparison Group = Children from heighboring Texas school district .
whose_families move during year for seasonal farm work.
IBI Continuity = Children in IBI mobil¥ component who received
v . educational 'seyvices. in Texas and in one~or more northern <t
locations, and who were- enrolled for a minimum of 200 days.
in IBI program}

- ' ”,
< * « . ]
3 - -

¢

L . R 34
.. E] : i




- x‘-. 100 l
APPENDIX B
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TECHNICAL REPORT ON "PHE BILINGUAL MINI HEAD START -
. TEST OF CULTURAL CONCEPTS S

~

e T~

-~

The BMHS Test of Cultural Concepts was dezeloped in 1975-76
to meet the need of a test of knowledge relatell to culture that
was appropriate to children age 3-8.. It,was the finding of the
project that. most cultural heritage.materials are geared to the

. older school-age ¢hild who has the time perspective to learn about
history, famous figures, and rather abstract.concepts. Other
tests comblnc knowledge questions with att1tude questions requiring
the selection of words or faces along a ‘continuum of five or more
steps from positive to negative. ~IBI staff felt the younger !
children would not be able to ;fs;ond to this multiple choice
answar and that the results.would reflect their confusiqn leading
to very poOr test reliability. = .

- A

Cdntent Validity

The ‘project teherefore elected to design its own test. Six
aspects of. culture were selected by thereducational director, in ,
eonsultation with other staff, which he felt were aspects that '
would be mcanlngful to small children.

Food was’ one aspect chosen. .Staff then.identified food items— |
which they -felt were most typical of Mexico--arroz con pollo,
frijoles, enchilada, taco, cabrito, etc. , and food most typical of

. the HYnited States--hamburgery hot dog, chérry ple, doughnuts,
turkey, etc. . .

Clothing was another topic chosen. Staff nomlnated typlcdk. N
items of clothing from Mexico--poncho, sombrero, huarachgs, etc
and from the Y. S.--T-shirt, tennis 'shoes, blue jeans, etc. :
. . {

The.topic representlng the highest level of abstraction chosen

"wAs that of national symbols--the ‘flags of both countries, and

.o the seal’ of the U.S. with the eagle with the arrows and the olive

. bPanch ‘apd the Mexican eagle with the snake.in its talons.
. ¢
The other topics chosen were holldays and celebrations of each

cul ture (partlcularly those important to young children), songs
and musical games (sung by young children or those used at holidays
ot ¢elebrations. which. they would hear) ; and dances (that could be
danced by young children).

)

. Most othex tests examlned by the project before chooslng to
= .- werite its own—teftout musie and dance, whiclt_are commonly con- -
T sidered rather 1mportant aspects -of & culture. We felt this wWaS.. -
probgbly because music and dance wert difficult to partray in a
peper and pencil test. The project test made a=tape to be played

LS - e ) . >
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on a cassette (singing by teachers, or ‘music from records used
for dancing) with a small sample of each song or dance. Hearing
‘this, the children were then asked to choose between four
pictures, the one that "went with" the music.

v [ Y

3

\\ All . test items required a nonwerbal response—-ch0051ng from

four pictures in response to the cue given by the tester. Spanish’
word cues were used for all items related to Mexican culture, ’
English word cues for all items related to.U. S. culgure./
‘Field Testing . L Y , . -

Field %estlng ‘was..done of the original: test and some plctures
changed if the children could not readily recognlze "the object.
In other cases, a pair of pictures was tried out on children and
the one most frequently chosen to represent ssomething--e.g., the
dance the "Hokey Pokey," was selected for awse in the test. .

Reliability Data ) ) -

The final version of the test was glven to 70 children 1in the
Texas center durlng January 1976. The scores from this group of
children were analyzed to determine the reliability of the instru-J
.ment. The Kuder Richardson 20 formula for relgablllty based on
the pattern of answers to each test item, ylel ed a reliability
of .90. For a project made instrument, this level of reliability

seemed acceptably high. N

Norm Data

r - The IBI project has developed norm data from a norm group of
over 200 children as of 1978. This norm data is reported in this®
report Technical Appendix, Table 10. The norm group were project .
children of various ages, who were pretested as they enrolled in |
the IBI program. Approximately 75%.of the children were Spanish
dominant, over 95% Mexican or Mexican rican, and most come from
families doing seasonal or migrant farm work..

. \ , '
Administration Data--Time and Cost '

The test contains 44 test items.and requires from 5 to 10
minutes to administer. It must be given individually:. The test -
book contains 17 plates of four items each (68 picture choices).
The same plate of four pictures may be used for more than one test
item, each plate containing one of more dummy choices as well as
the pictures related to test questions. Testers must also have
the cassette tape for, the song and, dance questions. The test
materials cost approx1mately $7. 00, plus the time of staff in
assembling the test books, colorlng in some items, and dupllcatlng
tapes.




